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Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  Proposed  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment  (RMPA)/Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  McGregor 
Range.   This  document  analyzes  the  impacts  of  managing  the  military  withdrawn 
public  land  within  McGregor  Range  in  Otero  County,  New  Mexico. 

This  document  contains  the  Proposed  Plan  which  is  a  modified  version  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  published  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  in  September  1988.   All 
parts  of  the  Proposed  Plan  may  be  protested.   Protests  must  be  sent  to  the 
Director  (760),  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement  (BLM) ,  Room  909,  Premier  Bldg. ,  18th 
and  C  Streets  NW,  Washington,  D.C.   20240,  within  30  days.   The  protest  must 
include  the  following  information:   (1)  name,  mailing  address,  telephone 
number,  and  interest  of  the  person  filing  the  protest;  (2)   a  statement  of 
the  concern  or  concerns  being  protested;  (3)  a  statement  of  .the  part  or  parts 
being  protested;  (4)  a  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  concern  or 
concerns  that  were  submitted  during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting 
party  or  an  indication  of  the  date  the  concern  or  concerns  were  discussed  for 
the  records;  and  (5)  a  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  BLM  New  Mexico 
State  Director's  decision  is  wrong. 

At  the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period,  the  Proposed  Plan,  excluding  any 
portions  under  protest,  will  become  final.   Approval  will  be  withheld  on  any 
portion  of  the  Plan  under  protest  until  final  action  has  been  completed  on 
such  protest.   The  Approved  Plan  will  be  published  following  the  Record  of  ■ 
Decision  (ROD).   Individuals  not  wishing  to  protest  the  Plan,  but  wanting  to 
comment,  may  send  comments  to  the  BLM,  Las  Cruces  District,  at  the  address  on 
this  letterhead.   All  comments  received  will  be  considered  in  preparation  of 
the  ROD. 

The  Proposed  RMPA/Final  EIS  was  prepared  using  the  comments  received  through 
the  public  review  process  on  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.   Because  the  changes 
suggested  through  the  public  review  process  did  not  require  a  major  rewrite 
of  the  Draft  and  substantial  cost  savings  could  be  realized  by  reprinting 
only  the  responses  to  comments  and  the  corrections  and  modifications,  the 
Draft  RMPA/EIS  has  been  incorporated  into  this  Proposed  RMPA/Final  EIS  by 
reference.   Thus,  this  document  must  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.   Copies  of  the  Draft  are  available  from  the  BLM,  Las  Cruces 
District  Office,  1800  Marquess  Street,  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico,  88005. 

Sincerely, 


CLuvfio 


ames  Fox 
District  Manager 


Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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PROPOSED  WHITE  SANDS  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AMENDMENT/ 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

for  McGregor  range 


Abstract:   This  Proposed  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMPA) 
and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  McGregor  Range  describes  and 
analyzes  the  Proposed  Plan  for  managing  the  608,385  acres  of  withdrawn  public 
land  within  McGregor  Range  in  Otero  County  in  south-central  New  Mexico.   The 
need  for  this  RMPA  resulted  from  the  passage  of  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawal 
Act  in  1986,  which  withdrew  the  land  for  military  purposes.   The  Proposed  Plan 
addresses  to  what  degree  public  use  of  the  resources  will  be  allowed  and  the 
intensity  of  BLM  resource  management  on  McGregor  Range.   The  Proposed  Plan  is 
a  modified  version  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  Draft. 

Type  of  action:   (x)  Administrative   (  )  Legislative 

For  Further  Information  Contact:   P.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Manager,  White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquess  Street 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico   88005 
Telephone:   Commercial  (505)  525-8228 
FTS  571-8350 

Comments  have  been  requested  from  individuals,  groups,  and  agencies  shown  on 
the  partial  distribution  list  in  the  Public  Participation  and  Coordination 
Section. 

Date  Filed  With  Environmental  Protection  Agency:   j^/\Y  18  1989 


Date  by  which  protest  must  be  postmarked:     JUf^  £6  1989 
Recommended:  Approved: 
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SUMMARY 


SUMMARY 


NOTE:   L  -  Denotes  changes  or  additions. 

The  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMPA)  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  McGregor  Range  explores  future  management  options 
for  the  608,385  acres  of  withdrawn  public  land  within  McGregor  Range  in  Otero 
County  in  south-central  New  Mexico.  The  need  for  the  RMPA  resulted  from  the 
passage  of  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  in  1986,  which  withdrew  the  land 
for  military  purposes.  The  RMPA/EIS  is  prepared  as  a  single  planning  issue 
document  to  address  to  what  degree  public  use  of  the  resources  will  be  allowed 
and  the  intensity  of  BLM  resource  management  on  McGregor  Range.  Three 
alternatives  are  considered  in  detail:  Alternative  A  (No  Action  Alternative), 
Alternative  B,  and  Alternative  C.  Alternative  A  (No  Action  Alternative)  is 
the  continuation  of  current  management  direction  under  existing  land  use  plan 
decisions  and  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  BLM  and  the  Army. 
Alternative  B  permits  resource  use  and  development  to  a  minimal  extent  which 
would  result  in  low  intensity  public  use.  Alternative  C  places  the  highest 
priority  on  making  withdrawn  public  land  and  resources  available  for  use  and 
development  by  the  public.  The  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS 
was  Alternative  C.  The  components  of  the  three  alternatives  are  summarized  in 
Table  S-1  and  are  further  described  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Draft.  The  impacts 
anticipated  from  the  alternatives  are  summarized  in  Table  S-2  and  are  more 
fully  described  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Draft.  After  evaluation  of  the  comments 
received  on  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  a  modified  version  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (Alternative  C)  was  selected  as  the  Proposed  Plan.  The  main 
change  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  C)  is  the  addition  of  the 
Cockleburr  watershed  area  for  the  development  of  a  watershed  management  plan. 
In  addition,  the  predator  control  proposal  was  revised  based  on  comments  from 
the  New  Mexico  Animal  Damage  Control  Program. 


S-1 


TABLE  S-1 
SUMMARY  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


RESOURCE 


LANDS 


[ 


ACCESS 


R3 


MINERALS 


CONTINUING 
WNAGEI^NT 
GUIDANCE   a/ 


Acquire  State  trust 
land  (1,009.80  acres) 
as  oer  the  White  Sands 

RMP. 


Closed  generally  to 
public  access.  Access 
authorized  on  a  con- 
trolled basis. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


The  1957  withdrawal  pro- 
vided no  specific  direc- 
tion whether  the  BLM 
has  responsibility 
for  issuing  leases, 
easements,  rights-of-way 
(ROWs)  and  other  auth- 
orizations. 


Locatables  closed. 


Leasables  closed. 


Salable  materials 
disposal  closed. 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


BLM  would  issue  all  pub- 
lic demand  nonmilitary 
leases,  easements,  ROWs, 
and  other  authorizations 
only  after  Army  concur- 
rence. 


BLM  would  issue  all  pub- 
lic demand  nonmilitary 
leases,  easements,  ROWs, 
and  other  authorizations 
only  after  Army  concur- 
rence. BLM  would  be  the 

lead  agency  for  projects 
across  both  withdrawn 
and  Army  acquired  lands. 
BLM  would  issue  grants 
on  withdrawn  land  and 
Army  would  issue  grants 
on  acquired  land. 


Locatables  closed  (with 
re-evaluation  at  least 
'every  5  years  or  when 
final  regulations  pre- 
scribed in  Section  12  of 
Public  Law  99-606  are 

approved). 

BLM  would  issue  oil , 
gas,   and  geothermal 
leases  only  after  Army 
concurrence  (45,760 
acres). 


Locatables  closed  (with 
re-evaluation  at  least 
'every  5   years  or  when 
final   regulations  pre- 
scribed  in  Section  12  of 
Public  Law  99-606  are 

approved). 

BLM  would  issue  oil , 
gas,  and  geothermal 
leases  only  after  Army 
concurrence  (100,000 
acres). 


[Allow  for  salable  mater-  Jjjllow  for  salable  mater- 
ials disposal  (287,360    ials  disposal  (287,360 
acres)  only  with  Army    acres)  only  with  Army 
concurrence.  concurrence. 


RESOURCE 


WATERSHED 


VEGETATION 


69 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 


TABLE  S-1 
SUMWRY  OF  ALTERNATIVES    (Continued) 


CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 

GUIDANCE   a/ 


BLM  will  manage  Federal 
and  State-listed,  pro- 
Dosed,  candidate,  and 
sensitive  olants  as  per 
law,  regulations,  and 
policy  for  nonmilitary 
activities.  BLM  will 
evaluate  all  non-mili- 
tary proposals  for  con- 
sistency with  legal 
requirements  and  manage- 
ment objectives  of 
special  status  species 
prior  to  issuance  of 
permits  or  leases  and 
initiation  of  work. 
Army  will  manage  for 
mil itary  activities. 


Continue  the  existing 
livestock  grazing  prog- 
ram on  McGregor  Range. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


No  watershed  management 
plans  would  be 
developed. 


No  monitoring  studies 
for  watershed  would  be 
conducted. 


No  prescribed  burning 
would  be  conducted. 


Manage  the  four  exist- 
ing vegetation  study 
sites  as  per  the  exist- 
ing Cooperative  Agree- 
ment (3,910  acres). 


Develop  watershed 
management  plans  for 
areas  with  high  erosion 
rates  (86,450  acres). 

Conduct  monitorinq 
studies  for  watershed, 
in  coordination  with  the 
Army. 

Consider  identified 
areas  for  prescribed 
burning  to  improve 
rangeland  condition. 


Manage  the  four  exist- 
ing vegetation  study 
sites  as  per  the  exist- 
ing Cooperative  Agree- 
ment (3,910  acres). 


Develop  watershed 
management  plans  for 
areas  with  hiah  erosion 
rates  (86,450  acres). 

Conduct  monitoring 
studies  for  watershed, 
in  coordination  with  the 
Army. 

Consider  identified 
areas  for  prescribed 
burning  to  improve 
rangeland  condition. 


Designate  the  four 
existing  vegetation 
study  sites  as  an  ACEC 
to  be  managed  as  per  the 
existing  Cooperative 
Agreement  (3,910  acres). 


No  vegetation  sale  areas  No  vegetation  sale  areas  Designate  vegetation 
would  be  designated.     would  be  designated.     sale  areas  for  land- 
scaping and  seed 
harvest  (20,940  acres). 


No  monitoring  studies 
for  vegetation  would  be 
conducted  outside  of  the 
livestock  grazing  area. 


Conduct  monitoring 
studies  for  vegetation, 
in  coordination  with 
the  Army. 


Conduct  monitoring 
studies  for  vegetation, 
in  coordination  with 
the  Armv. 


TABLE  S-1 

SUMMftRY  OF  ALTERNATIVES    (Continued) 


RESOURCE 


WILDLIFE 
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CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


Continue  the  existing 
forage  use  for  wildlife 
within  the  livestock 
grazing  area  as  per  the 
White  Sands  RMP. 


BLMwill  manage  Federal 
and  State-listed,   pro- 
posed, candidate,   and 
sensitive  animals  as  per 
law,  regulations,   and 
policy  for  nonmilitary 
activities.     BLM  will 
evaluate  all  non-mili- 
tary proposals  for  con- 
sistency with  legal  re- 
quirements and  manage- 
ment objectives  of 
special   status  species 
prior  to   issuance  of 
permits  or  leases  and 
initiation  of  work. 
Army  will  manage  for 
military  activities. 


|No  vegetation  would  be 
Ireserved  specifically 
I  for  wildlife  outside  of 
I  the  livestock  grazing 

I  area. 


[Continue  existing  Co- 
|Use  Area  Habitat  Manage- 
Iment  Plan   (HW).     The 
I  Mesa  Grassland,   Mesa 
iHill,   and  Arroyo  Rip- 
I arian  habitat  sites 
jwould  continue  to  be 
I  included   in  the  existing 
I  Co-use  Area  HMP.     The 

[Desert  Hills  and  Outwash 
land  Basin  habitat  sites 
[would  not  be  covered  by 
[an  HMP.     The  existing 
I  Co-Use  Area  HM>  objec- 
[tives  would  not  be 
[revised. 

! 

[An  HMP  would  not  be 
[developed  for  habitats 
[outside  of  the  livestock 
[grazing  area. 


I 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


Reserve  adequate 
vegetation  for  wildlife 
outside  of  the  livestock 
grazing  area,  in  areas 

consistent  with  military 
missions. 

Revise  existing  Co-Use 
Area  HMP.  Include 
the  Mesa  Grassland, 
Mesa  Hill ,  Arroyo 
Riparian,  Desert  Hills 
and  Outwash,  and  Basin 
habitat  sites  in  the 
Otero  Mesa  Antelope  HMP 
area.  Management  would 

be  consistent  with  the 
mil  itary  mission  and 
activities. 


Reserve  adequate 
vegetation  for  wildlife 
outside  of  the  livestock 
grazing  area,  in  areas 

consistent  with  military 
missions. 

Revise  existing  Co-Use 
Area  HMP.  Include 
the  Mesa  Grassland, 
Mesa  Hill,  Arroyo 
Riparian,  Desert  Hills 
and  Outwash,  and  Basin 
habitat  sites  in  the 
Otero  Mesa  Antelope  HMP 
area.  Management  would 

be  consistent  with  the 
mil itarv  mission  and 
activities. 


Develop  a  Tularosa  Basin 
H^P  to  manage  all 
habitats  outside  of  the 
livestock  grazing  area 
for  priority  species. 
Management  would  be 
consistent  with  the 
military  mission  and 
activities. 


[No  additional  monitoring  Conduct  monitoring 
[studies  for  wildlife  and  studies  for  wildlife  and 
[wildlife  habitat  would   wildlife  habitat,  in 
be  conducted.  coordination  with  the 

Army. 


Develop  a  Tularosa  Basin 
HM'  to  manaqe  all 
habitats  outside  of  the 
livestock  grazing  area 
for  priority  species. 
Management  would  be 
consistent  with  the 
mil itary  mission  and 
activities. 

Conduct  monitoring 
studies  for  wildlife  and 
wildlife  habitat,  in 
coordination  with  the 
Army. 


TABLE  S-1 
SUMMftRY  OF  ALTERNATIVES    (Continued) 


RESOURCE 


CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 

GUIDANCE   a/ 


WILDLIFE 
(continued) 


t 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


ALTERNATIVE  C 


Establish  a  Sikes  Act 
Stamp  program  on 
McGregor  Range. 


The  BLM  would  authorize 
predator  control  through 
the  District  ADC  plan  in 
coordination  with  APHIS 
and  NMDGF. 


A  Sikes  Act  Stamp  prog- 
ram would  not  be  estab- 
lished on  McGregor 
Range. 

Within  the  livestock 
grazing  area,  the  BLM 
would  continue  to  con- 
duct predator  control 
through  the  District 
Animal  Damage  Control 
(ADC)  Plan  in  coordina- 
tion with  New  Ntexico 
Animal  Damage  Control 
(NM  ADC)  Program  and  New 
Mexico  Department  of 
Game  and  Fish  (NMDGF). 
Outside  of  the  livestock 
grazing  area,  the  resp- 
sibility  for  predator 
control  would  continue 
to  be  with  the  Army  in 
coordination  with  NNDGF 
and  NM  ADC  Program. 


Predator  populations     Conduct  inventories  and 
would  not  be  inventoried  monitor  populations  of 
and  monitored.  predators. 


Establish  a  Sikes  Act 
Stamp  program  on 
McGregor  Range. 


Deer  hunts  would  be 
coordinated  with  the 
Army  Christmas  shutdown 
periods  with  pronghorn 
and  upland  game  hunting 
permitted  during  pre- 
scribed periods  consis- 
tent with  the  Army 
mission. 


Hunts  would  be  consis- 
tent with  resource  capa- 
bility and  sustained 
yield  during  prescribed 
time  periods  consistent 
with  the  Army  mission. 


The  BLM  would  authorize 
predator  control  through 
the  National  BLM/APHIS 
MOU  and  the  District  ADC 
plan  in  coordination 
£with  NM  AOC  Program  and 
NMDGF. 


I 


Conduct  inventories  and 
monitor  populations  of 
predators. 

Hunts  would  be  consistent 
with  resource  capability 
and  sustained  yield. 
Deer  would  be  hunted 
during  the  Fort  Bliss 
Christmas  shutdown  per- 
iod. Pronghorn  and  up- 
land game  would  be  hunt- 
ed during  prescribed 
time  periods  consistent 
with  the  Army  mission. 


TABLE  S-1 
SUMWRY  OF  ALTERNATIVES  (Continued) 
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CONTINUING        1 

MANAGEMENT 

ALTERNATIVE  A 

PROPOSED  PLAN 

RESOURCE 

GUIDANCE  a/ 

NO  ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE  B 

(ALTERNATIVE  C) 

RECREATION 

Deny  public  access  for 

Provide  public  access 

Provide  public  access 

recreation  purposes 

for  hunting  during  pre- 

when hunting  occurs 

except  for  hunting  dur- 

scribed periods  consis- 

during prescribed 

ing  prescribed  periods. 

tent  with  the  Army 
mission. 

periods  and  for  other 
controlled  uses  consis- 
tent with  the  Army 
mission. 

Provide  for  hunting 

Provide  for  hunting 

Provide  for  hunting 

during  prescribed  per- 

during prescribed  per- 

during prescribed  per- 

iods if  game  populations 

iods  consistent  with  the 

iods  consistent  with  the 

permit. 

Army  mission  if  game 
populations  permit. 

Army  mission  if  game 
populations  permit. 

When  access  is  author- 

When access  is  author- 

When access  is  author- 

ized, ORV  use  would  be 

ized,  ORV  use  would 

ized,  ORV  use  would  be 

"limited  to  existing 

be  "limited  to  desig- 

"limited to  desianated 

roads  and  trails"  north 

nated  roads  and  trails" 

roads  and  trails"  for  the 

of  State  Road  506  for 

for  the  public  safety 

public  safety  and  the 

the  protection  of  water- 

and the  protection  of 

protection  of  watershed 

shed  resources  (116,000 

watershed  resources  and 

resources  and  cultural 

acres). 

cultural  resources. 

resources. 

The  Escondida  Pueblo 

The  Escondida  Pueblo 

The  Escondida  Pueblo 

. 

site  would  continue 

site  (40  acres)  would 

site  (40  acres)  would 

to  be  designated  as 

be  designated  as 

be  designated  as 

"limited  to  existing 

"closed"  to  ORV  use. 

"closed"  to  ORV  use. 

1 

roads  and  trails"  for 

1 

ORV  use. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

1 
Manage  visual  resources 

as  per  Visual  Resource 
1  Management  (VRM)  guide- 
lines. 

TABLE  S-1 
SUMMARY  OF  ALTERNATIVES    (Continued) 


RESOURCE 


CONTINUING 
MANAGE  I^NT 

GUIDANCE  a/ 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


WILDERNESS 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


to 

I 

*4 


Manage  the  Culp  Canyon 
Wilderness  Study  Area 
(WSA)  as  per  Interim 
Management  Policy  (IMP) 

guidelines  pending 
Congressional  determina- 
tion. 

BLM  will  conduct  cul- 
tural resource  clear- 
ances for  all  nonmil- 
tary  land  disturbing 
projects  prior  to  final 
project  approval  as  per 
law,  regulations,  and 
policy.  Army  will  con- 
duct clearances  for 
military  activities. 

BLM  will  conduct  a  ran- 
dom survey  to  inventory 
cultural  resources. 
(This  would  contribute 
toward  implementation 
of  the  decision  in  the 
White  Sands  RMP  to  in- 
ventory 10  percent  of 
the  Resource  Area.) 

BLM  will  develop  Cul- 
tural Resource  Manage- 
ment Plans  (CRMPs)  for 
prehistoric  and  historic 
sites  as  per  the  White 
Sands  RMP. 


The  Escondida  Pueblo 
site  would  remain  un- 
fenced. 


The  Army  would  continue 
to  issue  research  per- 
mits to  institutions  or 
organizations  for  the 
collection,  recovery, 
and  analysis  of  cultural 
data. 


Fence  Escondida  Pueblo 
site  to  exclude  1 ive- 
stock  and  other  surface- 
disturbing  uses 
(40  acres). 

The  BLM  would  issue  re- 
search permits  to  insti- 
tutions or  organizations 
for  the  collection,  re- 
covery, and  analysis  of 
cultural  data. 


Fence  Escondida  Pueblo 
site  to  exclude  1 ive- 
stock  and  other  surface- 
disturbing  uses 
(40  acres). 

The  BLM  would  issue  re- 
search permits  to  insti- 
tutions or  organizations 
for  the  collection,  re- 
covery, and  analysis  of 
cultural  data. 


TABLE  S-1 
SUMWRY  OF  ALTERNATIVES  (Concluded) 


RESOURCE 


CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


FIRE 


BLM  would  have  respon- 
sibility to  monitor  and 
supp>-ess  all  nonmili- 

tary  fires  on  withdrawn 
land.  The  Army  would 
serve  as  the  lead 
agency  for  monitoring 
or  suppressing  all  fires 
in  the  impact  and  non- 
grazed  areas.  BLM  may 
take  additional  moni- 
toring or  suppression 
action  on  withdrawn  land 
in  the  impact  area  and 
and  nongrazed  area  if 
warranted  and  the 
action  is  consistent 
with  military 
activities.  No 
prescribed  burning  would 
be  conducted. 


BLM  would  have  respon- 
sibility to  monitor  and 
suppress  all  nonmili- 

tary  fires  on  withdrawn 
land.  The  Army  would 
serve  as  the  land 
agency  for  monitoring 
or  suppressing  all  fires 
in  the  impact  and  non- 
grazed  areas.  BLM  may 
take  additional  moni- 
toring or  suppression 
action  on  withdrawn  land 
in  the  impact  area  and 
and  nongrazed  area  if 
warranted  and  the 
action  is  consistent 
with  military 
activities.  BLM  could 
use  prescribed  fire 
in  identified  areas 
(220,800  acres)  to  im- 
prove ranoeland  condi- 
tion and  wildlife 
[habitat  with  con- 
currence with  U.S.  Army 
due  to  potential  impact 
pn  military  mission. 


BLM  would  have  respon- 
sibility to  monitor  and 
suppress  all  nonmili- 
tary  fires  on  withdrawn 
land.  The  Army  would 
serve  as  the  land 
agency  for  monitoring 
or  suppressing  all  fires 
in  the  impact  and 
military  use  areas.  BLM 
may  take  additional  moni- 
toring or  suppression 
action  on  withdrawn  land 
in  the  impact  area  and 
military  use  area  if 
warranted  and  the 
action  is  consistent 
with  military 
.activities.  BLM  could 
use  prescribed  fire 
in  identified  areas 
(220,800  acres)  to  im- 
prove rangeland  condi- 
tion and  wildlife 
•habitat  with  con- 
currence with  U.S.  Army 
due  to  potential  impact 
.on  military  mission. 


NOTE:  5:  Common  to  all  alternatives. 


TAflLE  S-2 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS 


RESOORCE 


CO^fTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


LANDS 


ACCESS 


MINERALS 


AIR,  SOIL,  AND  WATER 
RESOURCES 


The  acquisition  of 
State  Trust  land  with- 
in McGregor  Range 
would  create  a  more 
manageable  land  owner- 
ship pattern. 


The  closure  to  public 
access  via  State  Road 
506  on  a  controlled 
basis  could  inconven- 
ience the  year-round 
residents  of  Timberon. 

Decisions  associated 
with  continued  manage- 
ment actions  have  no 
significant  impacts  on 
the  minerals  program. 


Acquiring  1009.80  acres 
of  State-owned  mineral 
and  surface  estate 
would  benefit  the 
management  of  minerals. 


There  would  be  no  signi- 
ficant impact  to  air 
quality  as  a  result  of 
continuing  management 
actions. 

Approximately  10  acres 
per  year  would  be  dis- 
turbed by  continuing 
management  actions. 
The  overall  Impact  to 
soil  and  water  resources 
would  be  minimal. 


Lack  of  specific  direc- 
tion on  who  issues  land 
use  authorizations  on 
McGregor  would  cause 
confusion  as  to  delega- 
tion of  authority. 


BLM  would  issue  all  non- 
military  land  use  autho- 


The  actions  associated 
with  the  No  Action 
Alternative  would  have 
no  significant  Impacts 
on  the  minerals  program. 


Without  watershed  man- 
agement plans  and 
monitoring  studies, 
there  would  be  no  way 
of  tracking  any  changes 
in  soil  erosion  and 
sedimentation. 

Limiting  ORV  use  north 
of  State  Road  506  would 
continue  to  minimize 
the  amount  of  surface 
disturbance  in  that 
area. 


BLM  would  issue  all  non- 
inllltary  land  use  autho- 


rizations. Records  would  rlzatlons.  Records  would 


be  noted  for  management 
enhancement. 


he  noted  for  management 
enhancement .  Military 
Issues  grants  on  Army 
acquired  lands. 


Proposals  associated 
with  Alternative  B  would 
have  no  significant  im- 
pacts on  locatable  min- 
erals.  Continued  closure 
of  locatable  minerals 
would  limit  the  amount 
of  locatable  minerals 
available. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  would  be 
affected  by  rights-of- 
way  (ROWg),  visual 
resource  management 
CVRM),  wildlife  manage- 
ment, and  mineral  mat- 
erials disposal  stipu- 
lations imposed  by  the 
Army. 

Disposal  of  mineral 
materials  would  be 
affected  by  actions  such 
as  oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment, ROWS,  and  use 
authorizations  such  as 
maintenance  and  con- 
struction of  transpor- 
tation routes.  VRM, 
cultural,  wildlife,  and 
Army  restrictions  and 
requirements  could  place 
hardships  on  extraction 
locations  and  methods 
of  disposal. 


Proposals  associated 
with  Alternative  C  would 
have  no  significant  Im- 
pacts on  locatable  min- 
erals.  Continued  closure 
of  locatable  minerals 
would  limit  the  amount 
of  locatable  minerals 
available. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  would  be 
affected  by  ROWs,  VRM, 
wildlife  management,  and 
mineral  materials 
disposal  stipulations 
Imposed  by  the  Army. 


Disposal  of  mineral 
materials  would  be 
affected  by  actions  such 
as  oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment, ROWs,  and  use 
authorizations  such  as 
maintenance  and  con- 
struction of  transpor- 
tation routes.  VRM, 
cultural,  wildlife,  and 
Army  restrictions  and 
requirements  could  place 
hardships  on  extraction 
locations  and  methods 
of  disposal. 


Since  BLM  would  issue  all  Since  BLM  would  Issue  all 


nonmllltary  land  use 
authorizations,  miti- 
gating measures  would 
be  established  to  mini- 
mize any  Impacts. 

Mitigating  measures 
would  be  established  to 
minimize  Impacts  caused 
by  any  oil,  gas  and  geo- 
thermal  leasing  activi- 
ties and  salable 
materials  disposal. 

Watershed  management 
plans  would  be  estab- 
lished for  86,450 
acres.  Mechanisms 
would  be  established 
to  reduce  and  stabilize 
areas  showing  high  soil 
erosion  and  sedimenta- 
tion. 

Soil  erosion  problems 
would  be  monitored  and 
documented  over  the 
entire  Range. 


nonmllltary  land  use 
authorizations  and  Is 
the  lead  agency  for 
projects  across  both 
withdrawn  and  military 
lands,  mitigating 
measures  would  be 
established  to  minimize 
any  impacts  caused  by 
surface  disturbing 
activities. 

Mitigating  measures 
would  be  established  to 
minimize  Impacts  caused 
by  any  oil,  gas  and  geo— 
thermal  leasing  activi- 
ties and  salable 
materials  disposal. 

Watershed  management 

C  plans  would  be  estab- 
lished for  86,450 
acres.  Mechanisms 
would  be  Implemented  to 
reduce  and  stabilize 
areas  showing  soil 
erosion  or  sedimentation. 
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TABLE  S-7 

SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  (Continued) 

CONTINUING 

MANAGEMENT 

ALTERNATIVE  A 

PROPOSEP  PLAN 

RESOURCE 

GUIDANCE  a/ 

NO  ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE,  p 

(ALTERNATIVE  r) 

AIR,  SOIL,  AND  WATER 

Approximately  ??n,RnO 

Soil  erosion  problems 

RESOURCES 

acres  have  been  Identi- 

would be  monitored  and 

(Continued) 

fied  for  possible  pre- 
scribed burning.   Re- 
moval of  some  vegetation 
may  result  In  some 
short-term  soil  ]oss. 

Limiting  ORV  use  would 
minimize  the  amount  of 
surface  disturbing 
activities,  which  In 
turn  would  minimize 
soil  loss  and  gully 
establishment. 

documented  over  the 
entire  Range. 

Approximately  270,800 
acres  have  been  identified 
for  consideration  for 
prescribed  burning.   Re- 
moval of  some  vegetation 
may  result  In  some  short- 
term  soil  loss. 

Limiting  ORV  use  would 
minimize  the  amount  of 
surface  disturbing 
activities,  which  in 
turn  would  minimize  soil 
loss  and  gully  establish- 
ment. 

VEGETATION 

Contl 

nulng  management 

Vegetation  loss  in  rela 

-  Since  BLM  would  issue  all  Since  RLM  would  Issue  all             ! 

actions  would  cause 

tion  to  soil  erosion  due  nonmllltary  land  use 

nonmllltary  land  use 

short 

-term  disturbance 

to  water  and  air  move- 

authorizations, mitigat- 

authorizations and  is  the 

of  approximately  10 

ment  would  not  he  moni- 

ing measures  would  be 

lead  agencv  for  prolects 

acres 

of  vegetation  per 

tored. 

established  to  minimize 

across  both  withdrawn 

year. 

the  Impacts  to  vegetation  and  Army  lands,  mltl-                | 

No  prescribed  burning 

caused  by  surface  dls- 

gating  measures  would 

of  certain  plant  species  turhlng  activities. 

be  established  to  mini- 

would not  allow  for  the 

mize  the  Impacts  to 

removal  of  old  vegeta- 

On oil,  gas,  and  geo- 

vegetation  caused  by 

tion. 

thermal  leases,  and  5n 
areas  of  disposal  of 

surface  disturbing 
activities. 

The  four  study  sites 

salable  materials, 

would  continue  to  pro- 

short-term effects 

Vegetation  removal  and 

vide  valuable  agricul- 

would he  vegetation 

disturbance  may  occur  In 

tural  information  In 

removal  and  disturbance 

the  short-term  as  a  re- 

reference to  pristine 

while  the  long-term 

sult  of  activities 

black  grama  grassland. 

effects  would  be  vege- 
tation reclamation  of 

caused  by  oil,  gas,  and 
geothermal  leases,  and 

Limiting  ORV  use  north 

the  disturbed  areas. 

disposal  of  salable 

of  State  Road  506  would 

materials.  Long-term 

continue  to  help  mini- 

effects would  be  vegeta- 

mize vegetation  distur- 

tion reclamation. 

bance  in  that  area. 

Watershed  management 
plans  would  be  developed 

"on  P6,450  acres.   Best 
management  practices 
would  he  developed  to 
maintain  or  Increase 

.ver^tation  cover. 

Rehabilitation  o^  areas 
showing  vegetation  dis- 
turbance, destruction, an 
losses  caused  by  natural 
conditions  or  human  acti 
vity  would  be  enhanced 
through  monitoring  and 
documentation  of  problem 
over  the  entire  Range. 

??n,Pnn  acres  are  ident- 
ified for  poss1>ile  pre- 
scribed burning. 
Removal  of  old  vegeta- 
tion would  rf>sult  In  the 
increasp  In  guanity  and 
auallty  of  certain  vege- 
tation species. 

Watershed  management 
plans  would  be  developed 

"  on  Pfi.iSO  acres.  Best 
management  practices 
would  be  developed  to 
maintain  or  Increase 

^vegetation  cover. 

Rehabilitation  o*  areas 
showing  vegetation  dls- 

d  turbance,  destruction, and 
losses  caused  by  natural 

-  conditions  or  human  acti- 
vity would  be  enhanced 
through  monitoring  an^l 

B  documentation  of  problems 
over  the  entire  Range. 

Prescribed  burning  has 
been  Identified  for  con- 
sideration on  7?o,pnn 
acres.   Removal  of  old 
vegetation  woul -1  result 
In  Increased  auanti tv 
and  quality  of  certain 
species. 
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TABLE  S-? 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  (Continued) 


PESOURCF 


VEGETATION 
(Continued) 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 


COhfTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


I    ALTERNATIVE  A 
I NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSEP  PLAN 
fALTERNATIVF  C) 


Livestock  grazing  will 
continue  In  the  live- 
stock grazing  area  and 
existing  deelBlons  for 
livestock  grazing  on 
McGregor  Range  will  con- 
tinue to  be  Implemented. 
The  Implementation  of 
rangeland  improvements 
would  Improve  livestock 
distribution,  Increase 
tota]  AUMs,  improve 
livestock  weight  gains, 
and  Improve  livestock 
condition. 


The  four  vegetation 
study  sites  would  con- 
tinue to  provide  val- 
uable agricultural 
information  in  reference 
to  pristine  black  grama 
grassland , 

Vegetation  disturbance 
would  be  held  to  a  mini- 
mum with  the  limitation 
of  off-road  vehicle  fORV) 
use  to  designated  roads 
and  trails. 


IVegetatlon  losses  would 
'not  be  documented  with- 
lout  any  watershed  man- 
lagement  plans  and  moni- 
Itorlng  studies. 
I 

Iwithout  the  use  of  pre- 
I scribed  humlng,  wolf 
! plants  would  continue  to 
llncrease  in  density. 
iLlvestock  distribution 
'patterns  would  also  con- 
Itlnue  to  be  uneven  wlth- 
lout  the  use  of  fire. 


Since  BLW  would  Issue  all 
nonfflllltary  land  use 
authorizations,  niltlgat- 
Inp  measures  would  be 
established  to  correct 
Impacts  caused  by  surface 
disturbing  activities. 

Short-term  effects  on 
surface  dlsturblne  acti- 
vities caused  by  oil, 
gas,  and  geothermal 
leases  and  salable 
materials  disposal  would 
be  ] OSS  of  forage  spp- 
cles,  while  the  lonp- 
term  effects  would  be 
the  reclamation  of 
disturbed  sites. 


Watershed  management 
plans  would  be  developed 
for  P6,i30  acres.  Mech- 
anisms would  he  Imple- 
mented to  reduce  ani^ 
stabilize  the  loss  of 

[vegetation  cover 
wbi ch  Includes 
livestock  forage. 

Monitoring  studies  would 
be  established  to  help 
Identify  areas  showing 
problems  with  sol  1  ero- 
filon,   T.oss  of  vegeta- 
tion could  result  In  the 
reduction  of  AUMs  and 
poor  1 iveptock  d1 stri  hu- 
tion. 


The  four  vegetation 
study  sites  would  be 
designated  as  an  ACEP. 
These  protected  areas 
would  provide  valuable 
agricultural  Infonnatlon 
In  relation  to  black 
grama  grassland  In  a 
pristine  environment. 
Area  of  Trltical  Fnvlron- 
mental  roncem  CArpr") 
designation  would  high- 
light the  significant 
resource  qualities  of  the 
sites. 

Vegetation  sale  areas 
would  be  designated  on 
70,^U0   acres.  Mitigat- 
ing measures  would  be 
established  to  minimize 
anv  Impacts  caused  by 
surface  disturbing  acti- 
vities. Removal  of  cer- 
tain plant  species  would 
allow  for  other  vegeta- 
tion species  to  better 
utilize  available  space 
and  water. 

Limiting  ORV  use  to 
designated  roads  and 
trails  would  help  mini- 
mize vegetation  distur- 
bance. 

Since  BLM  would  Issue  all 
nonollltary  use  authori- 
zations and  Is  the 
lead  agency  for  projects 
across  both  withdrawn 
and  Army  lands,  miti- 
gating measures  would  be 
established  to  minimize 
Impacts  caused  bv  sur- 
face disturbing  activi- 
ties. 

Oil,  gas,  and  geothermal 
leasing  activities  and 
salable  materials 
disposal  would  result  In 
some  loss  of  forage 
species  in  the  short- 
term.  Long-term  effects 
would  he  vegetation 
reclamation. 

Watershed  management 
plans  would  be  developed 
for  Pfi.i.SO  acres.   Mech- 
an1 sms  would  be  Impl e- 

"mented  to  reduce  and 
stabilize  the  loss  of 
vegetation  cover  which 
incluHes  livestock  for- 

-  age. 

^on-'torlng   Htu'^ies  would 
be  establlfihert   to  help 
Iflentlfy  and    stabilize 
areas   showing  high   soil 
1  osses.      7<oss   o"^   vegeta- 
tion could    result    ^n   the 
reduction   of  ATTMs  and 
poor   11  vestock   d1  strJ  >>u- 
tion. 
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TABLE  S-2 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  (Continued) 


RESOURCE 


CONTimjIN« 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


I     ALTERNATIVE  A 
I       NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 
(Continued) 


220,800  acres  of  vegeta- 
tion are  Identified  for 
possible  prescribed 
burnlni?.   Removal  of  old 
plant  growth  would  pro- 
mote quantity  and  quali- 
ty growth  of  certain 
forage  species. 

Rehabilitation  of  areas 
showing  vegetation  dis- 
turbance, destruction, 
and  losses  caused  by 
natural  conditions  or 
human  activity  would  be 
enhanced  through  moni- 
toring and  documentation 
of  problems. 

Predator  populations 
would  be  monitored  and 
kept  at  a  level  so  as  to 
avoid  excessive  live- 
stock losses. 


Approximately  220,800 
acres  of  vegetation  are 
identified  for  possible 
prescribed  burning.   Re- 
moval of  old  forage 
growth  would  result  In 
the  growth  of  more  pala- 
table and  vigorous  spe- 
cies for  livestock  con- 
sumption. 

The  four  black  grama 
grass  study  sites  would 
be  designated  as  an  ACEC 
and  would  be  managed  as 
per  the  existing  Cooper- 
ative Agreement  between 
the  BLM,  NMSU,  and  the 
Army,   These  areas  would 
provide  useful  agricul- 
tural data  for  livestock 
grazing. 

Vegetation  sale  areas 
would  be  designated  on 
20,940  acres.   Short- 
term  effects  would  be 
vegetation  removal. 
Long-term  effects  would 
be  reclamation  of  the 
disturbed  areas.  Forage 
species  could  better 
compete  for  available 
space  and  water. 

Rehabilitation  of  areas 
showing  vegetation  dis- 
turbance, destruction, 
and  losses  caused  by 
natural  conditions  or 
human  activity  would  be 
enhanced  through  monl Cor- 
ing and  documentation  of 
problems  over  the  entire 
Range. 

Predator  populations 
would  be  monitored  and 
kept  at  a  level  so  as  to 
avoid  excessive  live- 
stock losses. 


Providing  public  access 
for  occasional  con- 
trolled recreation  uses 
could  result  In  an 
Increase  In  vandalism 
problems.   Some  of  these 
problems  Include  opening 
and  closing  valves, 
removing  floats  off  of 
drinking  troughs  and 
storages,  and  leaving 
fence  gates  open. 
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TABLE  S-2 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  (Continued) 


RESOURCE 


WILDLIFE 


I 


COrfTINUIMG 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


I 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


I  Issuance  of  ROWs  would 
I  cause  1  acre  of  habi- 
!tac  modification. 
lAnlmal  disturbance  on 
1485  to  2,560  acres  of 
1  habitat.  Unknown  de- 
I  crease  In  big  game 
1  populations. 
I 

I  Controlled  public 
I  access  would  be  a 
I  slight  benefit  to 
I  habitat  populations 
I  due  to  reduced  distur- 
Ibance. 
I 

iManagement  of  livestock 
(grazing  would  Increase 
I  available  forage  for 
! big  game  36  percent. 
Ninety-seven  acres  of 
habitat  would  be  elimi- 
nated and  decreased  eco- 
logical condition  of 
4,425  acres  would  occur. 
This  would  be  detrimen- 
tal to  T/E  species  In- 
cluding any  future  re- 
covery efforts  for 
Aplomado  falcon. 


iLand  actions  would  re-   Lands  actions  would  pre- 

Isulc  in  potential  ad-    sent  little  likelihood 

I  verse  Impacts  Co  wild-   of  missing  mitigation 

I  life  and  threatened  and  opportunities  or  non- 

I endangered  species  (T/E)  compliance  with  ESA. 

[due  to  unclear  manage- 

jment  authority.   Poten- 

Itlal  for  lost  mitigation 

land  failure  to  comply 

Iwlth  Endangered  Species 

lAct  (ESA). 

I 

I  Continued  closure  of     Potential  negative  Im- 

Iminerals  entry  would     pacts  to  wildlife  and 

I  provide  for  continuation  endangered  species  re- 

lof  present  levels  of     sources  due  to  opening 

I  disturbance  and  habitat  of  salable  and  leasable 

I  modification.  minerals. 


[Generally,  there  would 
I  be  adverse  Impacts  to 
Iwildllfe  through  estab- 
llishaent  of  livestock 
(projects  due  to  In- 
I  creased  disturbance  of 
[animals  and  increased 
use  of  currently  little 
used  portions  of  pas- 
tures. Additional  water 
availability  would  bene- 
fit most  birds  and 
mammals . 


Lands  actions  would  pre- 
sent little  likelihood 
of  missing  mitigation 
opportunities  or  non- 
compliance with  ESA. 


Potential  negative  im- 
pacts to  wildlife  and 
endangered  species  re- 
sources due  to  opening 
of  salable  and  leasable 
minerals. 


iThere  would  be  no  oppor-  Watershed  management      Watershed  management 
jtunlty  to  Improve  wild-  would  Improve  wildlife    would  Improve  wildlife 
I  life  habitat  through     habitat  quality  on       habitat  quality  on 
llntenslve  management  of  86,450  acres  of  McGregor  r86, 450  acres  of  McGregor 
Iwatershed  problem  areas.  Range.  LRange. 


I  Preclusion  of  prescribed 
I  burning  would  prevent 
1  cost-effective  estab- 
lllshment  or  re-estab- 
lllshment  of  habitat 
Icondltlons  beneficial 
I  to  wildlife  species. 
I 
I 

IManagement  of  the  four 
[grassland  study  sites 
I  under  the  existing  MOtT 
I  would  ensure  the  contln- 
luatlon  of  these  habitats 
land  provide  for  research 
I  valuable  in  managing 
I  these  habitats  for  wild- 
lllfe. 


Proper  use  of  fire  would 
benefit  wildlife  species 
and  habitats  if  manage- 
ment goals  are  compati- 
ble. 


Continued  management  of 
the  four  grassland  study 
sites  under  the  existing 
MOD  would  ensure  contin- 
uation of  these  habitats 
and  provide  for  research 
valuable  in  managing 
these  habitats  for  wild- 
life. 


Proper  use  of  fire  would 
benefit  wildlife  species 
and  habitats  if  manage- 
ment goals  are  compati- 
ble. 


Designation  of  the  four 
grassland  study  areas  as 
an  ACEC  would  provide 
little  change  over  the 
existing  management 
levels;  however,  manage- 
ment strategies  would  be 
locked  In  tighter  and 
would  be  more  visible  to 
the  public. 


I  Yearly  projects  for 

Iwildllfe  would  have 

I  overall  beneficial  im-   I 

I  pacts  for  wildlife  due 

I  to  Improved  nesting, 

I  feeding  habitat,  and     I 

I  reduced  restriction  of   I 

I movement.  I 

I 

I  Generally  minor  impacts 

I  from  fencing  or  excava- 

Itlon  are  expected  due  to 

I  cultural  management. 


No  vegetation  sale  areas 
would  maintain  existing 
levels  of  disturbance  of 
habitat.   Plants  and 
seed  sources  used  by 
wildlife  would  be  main- 
tained. 

No  vegetation  monitoring 
would  have  a  significant 
impact  on  wildlife  and 
wildlife  habitat.  There 
would  be  no  identifica- 
tion of  specific  prob- 
lems pertaining  to  graz- 
ing or  plant  communities 
outside  of  the  grazing 
areas. 


No  vegetation  sale  areas 
would  maintain  existing 
levels  of  disturbance  of 
habitat.  Plants  and 
seed  sources  used  by 
wildlife  would  be  main- 
tained. 

Vegetation  monitoring 
would  provide  informa- 
tion on  existing  plant 
communities  and  grazing 
problems  that  would  af- 
fect wildlife  and  habi- 
tat.  Solutions  could  be 
formulated  using  these 
data. 


Establishment  of  vegeta- 
tion sales  would  cause 
removal  of  specific 
species  of  plants  and 
seeds  from  certain 
grasses  used  by  wild- 
life. 

Vegetation  monitoring 
would  provide  Informa- 
tion on  existing  plant 
communities  and  grazing 
problems  that  would  af- 
fect wildlife  and  habi- 
tat. Solutions  could  be 
formulated  using  these 
data. 


IWlthout  reservation  of 
I  forage  for  wildlife  out- 
Iside  of  the  livestock 
I  grazing  area,  the  needs 
I  of  food  and  cover  by 
Iwildllfe  would  not  be 
I  identified  to  other  re- 
I source  uses. 


Wildlife  needs  for  food 
and  cover  would  be 
identified  to  other  re- 
source uses  through  the 
reservation  of  forage 
for  wildlife  outside  of 
the  livestock  grazing 
aces. 


wildlife  needs  for  food 
and  cover  would  be 
identified  to  other  re- 
source uses  through  the 
reservation  of  forage 
for  wildlife  outside  of 
the  livestock  grazing 
area. 
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TABLE  S-? 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  (Continued), 


RESOURCE 


WILDLIFE 
(Continued) 


CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


AI.TERJ1ATIVE  B 


PROPOSEH  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


I  Management  of  pronghom 
lantelope  and  their  hsh- 
lltat  on  McGregor  Range 
Iwould  not  he  Included 
I  in  the  Otero  Mesa  HMP. 
iManagement  would  not  he 
lunder  an  ecological 
lunlt,  but  split  between 
1  two  plans.   One  area 
I  would  not  receive 
Inanagenient, 

I  The  Co-use  Area  HMP 
I  would  be  continued  as 
lis. 
I 


Al]  occup-'etl  pronghom 
antelope  habitat  on 
McGregor  Range  would  be 
included  under  the 
Otero  Mesa  HMP.   Nana^e- 
ment  would  be  for  the 
ecological  unit. 


All  occupied  pronghom 
antelope  on  McGregor 
Range  would  be  Included 
under  the  Otero  Mesa 
HMP.   Management  would 
be  for  the  entire 
ecological  unit. 


The  fo-use  Area  HMP  The  fo-use  Area  HMP 
would  be  revised  to  ref-  would  be  revised  to  ref- 
lect changes  In  wildlife  lect  changes  in  wildlife 
managenient  needs,  management  needs. 


I  There  would  be  no  HMP  or  A  Tularosa  Basin  HMP 
llntenslve  management  of  would  provide  for  Inten- 
twlldllfe  habitat  outside  slve  management  of  wlld- 
lof  the  livestock  grazing  life  and  habitat  outside 
larea.  of  the  livestock  grazing 

!  area. 


IWithout  monitoring  of 
-Iwlldlife  habitat  and 
I  population  conditions 
! there  would  be  no  way 
I  to  Identify  problems  or 
1  determine  the  effect- 
liveness  of  management 
lactions  for  wildlife  or 
I  from  other  programs. 
I 

I  There  would  be  no  addl- 
Itional  funding  to 
laccompllsh  wildlife 
I management  without  use 
I  of  the  Sikes  Act. 
I 

ri There  would  be  less 

y Involvement  with  ADC 
las  a  management  tool 
I  for  biological  re- 
I  sources  on  McGregor. 

[^1  There  would  be  less 
IBLM  influence  on  opera- 
tion of  the  ADC  program 
Ifor  target /nontarget 
I  species.   BLM  would 

£lhave  less  Idea  of 
I  the  influence  of  APC 
lactlvltles  on  predator 
[populations  and  other 
Iwildllfe  species  and 
(resource  uses. 
I 

iThere  would  be  little 
Iconslderation  for  the 
Iblologlcal  needs  of 
1  game  species  when 
I  scheduling  hunts.  Hunt 
Iwould  continue  to  he 
1  scheduled  even  If  detrl 
Imental  to  wildlife  wel - 
1 f are  unless  halted  by 
I BLM  or  NMDGF. 


Wildlife  monitoring 
would  provide  a  means  to 
identify  problems  with 
habitat  and  populations 
and  to  tract  the  effects 
of  management  actions 
for  wildlife  or  from 
other  programs. 


Additional  funding  would 
be  available  to  accomp- 
lish wildlife  manage- 
ment with  the  use  of 
Sikes  Act  programs. 

[BLM  would  be  involved 
with  ADC.  Monitoring 
of  predator  populations 
would  occur  and  the 
affects  of  control  on 
wildlife  and  resource 
uses  would  be  better 
understood. 


A  Tularosa  Basin  HMP 
would  provide  for  inten- 
sive management  of  wild- 
life and  habitat  outside 
of  the  livestock  grazing 
area. 

Wildlife  monitoring 
would  provide  a  means  to 
identify  problems  with 
habitat  and  populations 
and  to  tract  the  effects 
of  management  actions 
for  wildlife  or  from 
other  programs. 

Additional  funding  would 
be  available  to  accomp- 
lish wildlife  manage- 
ment with  the  use  of 
Slkes  Act  programs. 

BLM  would  become  In- 
volved with  the  entire 
ADC  program  on  McGregor 
Range.  Monitoring  would 
provide  data  on  predator 
populations  and  the  im- 
pacts of  predators  on 
other  resources  would  be 
tracked.  Therefore,  the 
use  of  ADC  fuse  or  non- 
use)  would  become  a  tool 
for  achieving  specific 
resource  goals. 


I 

iRecreatlon   use    llmltef^ 

Ito  hunting  would 

1 minimize  disturbance 

lof  habitats  and  wlld- 

llJfe. 


The  biological  needs  of 
game  species  are  con- 
sidered when  establish- 
ing hunts.   Hunting 

s  would  be  consistent  with 
resource  capability  and 

-  sustained  yield  and 

based  on  research, 
modeling,  and  principles 
of  sound  wlldlJ  f e 
management  in  addition 
to  coordination  with 
the  military  mission. 

Providing  for  prescribed 
hunting  provides  effi- 
cient means  of  popul at Ion 
control  on  wildlife 
species  while  also  mini- 
mizing to  the  extent 
possible  disturbance  of 
habitat  and  wildlife. 


The  biological  needs  of 
game  species  are  con- 
sidered w>>en  establish- 
ing hunts.   Hunting 
would  be  consistent  with 
resource  capablHtv  and 
sustained  vleld  and 
based  on  research , 
modeling,  and  principles 
of  sound  wildlife 
management  in  addition 
to  coordination  with 
the  mllltarv  mission. 

Providing  for  controlled 
public  recreation  and 
prescribed  hunting  pro- 
vide efficient  means  o^ 
population  control  on 
wildlife  species  while 
also  minimizing  to  the 
extent  possible  distur- 
bance o^  habitat  and 
wildlife. 
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TABLF  S-2 
SUMMASY  OF  IMPACTS  (Continued) 


RESOURCE 


WILDLIFE 
(Continued) 


RECREATION 


VISUAL  RESOURCES 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


ALTFRNATIVF  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSEn  PLAN 
(ATTERWATTVF  C) 


I Impacts  of  limiting  ORV 
Iwould   be  to  minimize 
Ihabltat  and  wildlife 
i disturbance  on  that 
larea  north  of  State 
I  Road   506, 


I  I 

lAccess  is  closed  to  the   I  Public  access  for  rec- 


I  public  except  during 
I  prescribed  periods, 
iRecreatlonal  opportunl- 
I  ties  are  severely  cur- 
I  tailed  because  they 
Iwould  Interfere  with  the 
Imllltary  mission. 


lAn  estimated  10  acres 
Iper  year  would  be  im- 
Ipacted  by  various  sur- 
Iface  disturbing  actlvl- 
Itles.   The  most  notlce- 
lable  effects  to  visual 
I  resources  would  be 
I  associated  with  linear 
I  ROWS. 


1 


(Actions  and  activities 
I  of  other  BLM  programs 
1  which  are  common  to  all 
I  alternatives  will  be 
(conducted  In  accordance 
(with  all  laws,  regula- 
Itlons,  and  guidelines 
(to  result  in  a  deter- 
(mlnatlon  of  no  affect 
tor  no  adverse  affect 
(upon  cultural  resources, 
I 

(Access  control  can  dlr- 
lectly  protect  cultural 
(resources  and  have  a 
(positive  effect,  if 
(access  is  effectively 
(controlled. 
I 

I  Impacts  upon  cultural 
I  resources  would  not 
llncrease  as  a  result  of 
I  continuing  BLM  manage- 
loent  activities,  and 
I  sufficient  safeguards 
1  exist  to  ensure  no 
[adverse  effects  upon 
I  the  resources. 


( 

(reatlon  purposes  would 
(continue  to  be  denied, 
(except  during  prescribed 
(periods  when  the  public 
(would  be  allowed  access 
(for  hunting, 
I 

(implementation  of  the 
( Co-use  HMP  could  have  an 
(impact  to  hunting  actl- 
(vity  by  increasing  hunt- 
ling  opportunities. 


I  Some  minor  impacts  to 
(visual  resources  could 
(occur  from  prolects 
(associated  with  imple- 
Imentatlon  of  the  Co-use 
larea  HMP. 
( 

(Limiting  ORV  use  north 
(of  State  Road  506  would 
(continue  to  minimize 
(the  potential  for  addl- 
(tional  surface  distur- 
(bance  in  that  area. 


Impacts  of  limiting  ORV 
on  all  of  McGregor  would 
be  to  minimize  habitat 
and  wildlife  disturbance 
on  the  entire  Range, 

Minor  disturbance  would 
occur,  and  also  minor 
benefit  due  to  exclosure 
of  Escondlda  for  cul- 
tural resource  manage- 
ment purposes. 

Public  access  would  be 
allowed  for  hunting  dur- 
ing prescribed  periods. 


Hunting  opportunities 
would  probablv  be  en- 
hanced or  benefit  from 
the  revision  of  the 
existing  Co-use  HMP  and 
the  development  of  HMPs 
to  include  all  habitats. 


Impacts  of  limiting  ORV 
on  all  of  McGregor  would 
be  to  minimize  habitat 
and  wildlife  disturbance 
on  the  entire  Range. 

Minor  disturbance  would 
occur,  and  also  minor 
benefit  due  to  exclosure 
of  Escondlda  for  cul- 
tural resource  manage- 
ment purposes. 

[/■ontrolled  public  access 
would  be  allowed  when 
hunting  occurs  during 
prescribed  periods  and 
for  other  controlled 
uses. 


Hunting  opportunities 
would  probablv  be  en- 
hanced or  benefit  from 
the  revision  of  the 
existing  Co-use  HMP  and 
the  development  of  HMPs 
to  include  all  habitats. 


Minor  impacts  could  occur  Minor  impacts  could  occur 
from  projects  associated   from  projects  associated 
with  HMP  implementation,   with  HMP  implementation. 


Limiting  ORV  use  would 
lessen  the  potential  for 
additional  surface  dis- 
turbance on  the  Range. 


(No  specific  direction  as  BLM  Issuance  of  all  non- 


Ito  who  issues  land  use 
I  authorizations  could 
Ihave  a  negative  effect 
(on  cultural  resources. 

I 


iGround  disturbing  actl- 
Ivlties  would  result  in 
I  the  location  and  sub- 
I  sequent  mitigation  of 
! Impacts/protection  of 
[cultural  resources. 
[Activities  which  would 
'not  cause  ground  dis- 
Iturbance  would  result 
lln  no  direct  damage 
I  to  cultural  resources, 
I  but  fewer  sites  mav  be 
Ijdentlfled  due  to  the 
hacV.  of  cultural  clear- 
I  ances. 
I 

iLjmlting  ORV  use  to 
[existing  roads  and 
[trails  north  of  State 
iRoari  50fi  wou]d  continue 
'to  limit  access  and 
IiPlrimlze  damage  to 
[cultural  resources  in 
1  that  area . 


military  land  use  auth- 
orizations would  have  a 
positive  effect  on  cul- 
tural resources. 


Ground  disturbing  acti- 
vities would  result  in 
the  location  and  sub- 
seauent  mitigation  of 
impacts/protection  of 
cultural  resources. 
Activities  which  would 
not  cause  ground  dis- 
turbance would  result 
in  no  direct  damage 
to  cultural  resources, 
hut  fewer  sites  mav  be 
identified  due  to  the 
^ficV^    of  cultural  clear- 
ances. 

Limiting  npv  use  to 
deslgnatei^  roads  and 
trails  would  limit 
access  and  damage  to 
c  u  1 1  u  ra  1  re  sou  re  p  s . 


Limiting  ORV  use  would 
lessen  the  potential  for 
additional  surface  dis- 
turbance on  the  Range* 


BLM  issuance  of  all  non- 
military  land  use  auth- 
orizations and  BLM's 
being  the  lead  agency 
for  proiects  across 
both  withdrawn  and  Army 
land  would  result  in  a 
positive  effect  on 
cultural  resources. 


Ground  disturbing  acti- 
vities would  result  In 
the  location  and  sub- 
sequent mitigation  of 
Imparts/protection  o*' 
cultural  resources. 
Activities  wbich  woulH 
not  cause  ground  dis- 
turbance would  result 
In  no  direct  damage 
to  cultural  resources, 
but  fewer  sites  may  be 
Identified  due  to  the 
lack  of  cultural  clear- 
ances. 

Limiting  ORV  use  to 
designated  roa'^s   and 
trails  would  limit 
access  and  damage  to 
c  u  1 1  u  ra  1  re  sou  re  e  s . 
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TABLE  S-2 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  (Toncluded) 


RESOURCE 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
(Continued) 


SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC 

corroiTioNs 


Generally  closed  public 
access  would  continue  to 
affect  residents,  ranch- 
ers, and  recreationlEts 
through  road  closures. 

Livestock  grazing  units 
would  continue  to  be 
under  open  bid. 

Indirect  Impacts  may 
occur  if  construction  of 
pipelines,  reservoirs, 
and  wells  occurs. 


CONTINUING 
MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE  a/ 


Continued  ORV  use  and 
not  fencing  the  Escon- 
dida  Site  would  result 
in  continued  damage  to 
the  site. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
NO  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVE  B 


PROPOSED  PLAN 
(ALTERNATIVE  C) 


Fencing  and  closing 
Escondlda  Site  to  ORV 
use  would  restrict 
access  and  protect 
the  site. 

BLM  issuance  of  research 
permits  would  have  a 
positive  impact  on 
management  of  cultural 
resources. 


Fencing  and  closing 
Escondlda  Site  to  ORV 
use  would  restrict 
access  and  protect  the 
site. 

BLM  issuance  of  research 
permits  would  have  a 
positive  Impact  on 
management  of  cultural 
resources. 


The  continued  closure 
of  mineral  leasing  and 
sales  would  cause  the 
State,  County,  and  Army 
to  haul  In  needed  min- 
erals for  road  repair. 

Some  people  favor  the 
continued  closure  of 
mining  to  minimize 
visual  scars  and 
effects  on  wildlife. 

There  is  both  support 
and  opposition  to  vege- 
tation sales;  no  vege- 
tation sales  would  help 
preserve  native  plant 
species  but  may  limit 
supply. 

Predator  control  sup- 
ported for  livestock 
protection;  opposed  due 
to  lack  of  analysis. 

Denying  public  recre- 
ation Is  opposed  by  the 
public;  hunting  is 
favored. 

Restricting  ORV  use  Is 
supported  by  the  public. 


Roles  would  be  clarified  Roles  would  he  clarified 
for  the  public  as  to  who  for  the  public  as  to  who 
Issues  land  use  authorl-  issues  land  use  authori- 
zations, zatlons. 


The  continued  closure 
of  locatables  is  support- 
ed by  some  members  of  the 
public  because  they  feel 
It  would  minimize  visual 
scars.  The  continued 
closure  may  limit  the 
amount  of  locatable 
minerals  available  * 

Oil  and  gas,  and  geo- 
thermal  leasing  is  sup- 
ported by  people  who 
would  like  to  lease  the 
area.  Leasing  Is  opposed 
by  some  because  of 
effects  to  wildlife  and 
visual  scars. 

There  Is  both  support 
and  opposition  to  vege- 
tation sales;  no  vege- 
tation sales  would  help 
preserve  native  plant 
species  but  may  limit 
supply. 

The  Slkes  Act  Program 
may  be  opposed  by  hunt- 
ers who  must  pay  a 
higher  fee  and  supported 
by  people  because  of 
wildlife  benefits. 

Greater  BIW  control  over 
predators  mav  be  sup- 
ported by  the  people  who 
are  against  predator 
control. 

Allowing  hunts  on  the 
Range  is  supported  by 
the  public. 


The  continued  closure 
of  locatables  is  support- 
ed by  some  members  of  the 
public  because  they  feel 
It  would  minimize  visual 
scars.  The  continued 
closure  may  limit  the 
amount  of  locatable 
minerals  available. 

Oil  and  gas,  and  geo- 
thermal  leasing  is  sup- 
ported by  people  who 
would  like  to  lease  the 
area.  Leasing  Is  opposed 
by  some  because  of 
effects  to  wildlife  and 
visual  scars. 

ACEC  designation  for  the 
vegetation  study  sites 
Is  supported  by  the  pub- 
lic. 

There  is  both  support  and 
opposition  to  vegetation 
sales;  vegetation  sales 
may   Increase  supply,  but 
would  reduce  native  plant 
species. 

The  Sikes  Act  Program 
may  he  opposed  by  hunt- 
ers who  must  pav  a 
higher  fee  and  supported 
by  people  because  of 
wildlife  benefits. 

Greater  BI>t  control  over 
predators  mav  he  sup- 
ported by  the  people  who 
are  against  predator 
control. 


Denying  recreation  other  Allowing  hunts  on  the 
than  hunting  on  the  Range  Range  1e  supported  by 


would  be  opposed 
recreatloni  sts. 

Restricting  ORV  use  Ifi 
supported  by  the  public. 


the  public. 


Ocasslonal  controlled 
access  for  recreation 
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The  public    Is   In   support 
of   restricting  ORV  use 
to  designated   roads  for 
protection    of  waterfihe'l 
and    cultural    sites. 


NOTE:     a/   Common   to  all  alternatives. 
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PROPOSED  PLAN 


HOW  THE  PROPOSED  PLAN  WAS  SELECTED 

The  Proposed  Plan  was  selected  by  a  team  composed 
of  the  District  Manager,  Area  Manager,  Team 
Leader,  appropriate  team  specialists,  and 
Ft.  Bliss  representatives.  The  District  Manager 
recommended  the  Proposed  Plan  to  the  BLM  New 
Mexico  State  Director,  who  reviewed  and  approved 
the  Proposed  Plan.  In  addition,  the  McGregor 
Range  Commander  reviewed  the  Proposed  Plan  and 
recommended  approval  to  the  Chief  of  Staff, 
Ft.  Bliss.  It  was  selected  based  on  (a)  concerns 
raised  throughout  the  planning  process,  (b) 
public  input  received  during  the  formal  90-day 
comment  period  and  at  meetings  and  hearings,  (c) 
planning  criteria  used  to  evaluate  alternatives, 
and  (d)  the  environmental  analysis  developed  on 
the  previously  formulated  alternatives.  A 
description  of  the  alternatives  is  contained  in 
the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMPA/EIS).  The  Proposed  Plan  also  includes  the 
guidance  contained  in  the  Continuing  Management 
Guidance  section  of  the  Draft  (see  Draft  page 
2-1). 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 

This  section  describes  the  specific  proposed 
management  actions  and  the  rationale  for  those 
actions.  The  Proposed  Plan  is  illustrated  on  the 
maps  located  in  this  section.  The  Proposed  Plan 
is  a  modified  version  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  presented  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  The 
main  change  to  the  Preferred  Alternative 
(Alternative  C)  is  the  addition  of  the  Cockleburr 
watershed  area  (38,250  acres)  from  Alternative  B 
for  the  development  of  a  watershed  management 
plan.  In  addition,  the  predator  control  proposal 
was  revised  based  on  comments  from  the  New  Mexico 
Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC)  Program.  Other 
changes  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  mostly 
for  clarification  of  the  wording.  To  aid  in 
comparing  the  Proposed  Plan  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  the  modified  wording  has  been 
highlighted. 

Objective 

The  Proposed  Plan  places  priority  on  making 
withdrawn  public  land  and  resources  available 


(within  the  context  of  Public  Law  99-606)  for  use 
and  development  by  the  public  and  emphasizes  the 
use  of  resources  and  public  use  while  protecting 
environmental  values  to  the  extent  required  by 
applicable  laws,  regulations  and  policies. 

Lands 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  BLM  would  issue  all 
public  demand  nonmilitary  leases,  easements, 
rights-of-way  (ROWs),  and  other  land  use 
authorizations   on  withdrawn  land. 

Nonmilitary  u^e  applications  would  be  received  at 
the  BLM  Las  Cruces  District  Office.  The  BLM 
would  send  a  copy  of  the  application  to  Fort 
Bliss,  Real  Property  Management,  for  review  of 
the  Proposed  Action.  The  BLM  would  process  the 
application  and  issue  the  permit  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  military. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  BLM  would  be  the  lead 
agency  except  as  provided  in  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  1501.5  for  projects 
that  involve  both  withdrawn  and  Army  acquired 
lands.  Land  use  authorization  for  withdrawn  land 
would  be  issued  by  the  BLM  and  the  Army  would 
issue  land  use  authorizations  for  Army  acquired 
1  and . 

On  ROWs  that  will  serve  the  withdrawal,  the  BLM 
will  be  the  authorizing  agency  for  nonmilitary 
uses  unless  the  military  is  the  owner  of  the 
project. 

Access 

As  discussed  in  detail  under  the  Continuing 
Management  Guidance  section  of  the  Draft  (see 
Draft  page  2-2),  access  to  McGregor  Range  is 
generally  closed  and  is  authorized  only  on  a 
controlled  basis.  For  controlled  uses,  see 
descriptions  under  resource  headings  below. 

Mineral  s 

Locatables 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  McGregor  Range  would 
continue  to  be  closed  to  locatable  minerals.  At 
least    every    5    years     or    when     final     regulations 


prescribed  in  Section  12  of  Public  Law  99-606  are 
approved,  the  BLM  will  determine,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Army,  which  withdrawn  public 
and  acquired  lands  are  suitable  for  opening  to 
the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws,  as  per 
Section   12  of  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawal   Act. 

Leasables 

The    BLM   would    open    100,000    acres    (see    Map  1)    to 

oil  and  gas  and  geothermal  leasing.  Leases  could 
be     issued     only     after     Army     concurrence.        The 

remainder  of  McGregor  Range  would  continue  to  be 
closed  to  leasable  minerals. 

It  is  difficult  to  project  leasable  mineral 
activity  on  McGregor  Range.  The  estimated 
surface  disturbing  actions  per  year  for  a  20-year 
period  for  oil  and  gas  activities  are  summarized 
in  Table  1 . 

TABLE  1 

ESTIMATED  SURFACE  DISTURBING  ACTIONS 

PER  YEAR  OVER  A  20-YEAR  PERIOD 

FOR  OIL  AND  GAS  ACTIVITIES 

Average           Total   Area 
Number             Disturbed 
Action Per  Year (Acres) 


Seismic  Lines  <T 

Oil   &  Gas   Exploration  Wells     <1 
Oil   &  Gas  Access  Roads  <1 


TOTAL 


14 


Source:  BLM  Las  Cruces  District  Files,  1988. 


Policy  (USDI,  BLM  1981),  Interim  Management 
Policy  (IMP)  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under 
Wilderness  Review  (USDI,  BLM  1983),  or  where 
prohibited  by  other  regulations,  laws,  or 
stipulations  are  available  for  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  leasing,  and  development. 

Appendix  C  of  the  Draft  contains  the  BLM  and  Army 
stipulations  that  would  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  where  appropriate. 

Geothermal  resources  are  managed  in  a  manner 
similar  to  oil  and  gas.  Regulations  governing 
this  resource  are  found  under  43  CFR  3200. 

Leasable  minerals  other  than  oil,  gas,  and 
geothermal  resources,  such  as  coal,  sodium,  and 
potassium  are  also  governed  by  43  CFR  and 
applicable  handbooks.  There  are  no  economical 
deposits  of  such  minerals  known  to  occur  on 
McGregor  Range. 

Salables 

The  BLM  would  open  287,360  acres  (see  Map  1)  to 
salable  materials  disposal.  Disposals  could  be 
conducted  only  after  Army  concurrence.  The 
remainder  of  McGregor  Range  would  continue  to  be 
closed  to  salable  materials  disposal.  Demands 
for  salable  minerals  on  McGregor  Range  would 
probably  be  limited.  It  is  speculated  that  there 
would  be  about  one  use  authorization  for  mineral 
materials  per  year  over  a  20-year  period.  The 
total  amount  of  surface  disturbance  would  average 
about  1  acre  per  year. 

Mineral  materials,  in  the  form  of  blow  sand,  sand 
and  gravel,  building  stone,  and  caliche  occur 
throughout  the  Range.  Regulations  directing  this 
program  include  43  CFR  3600  and  the  Mineral 
Materials  Handbook. 


For  oil  and  gas  leasing,  the  BLM  has  the 
responsibility  for  permitting,  inspecting  and 
enforcing  Notices  of  Intent  (NOIs)  to  conduct  oil 
and  gas  exploration  for  geophysical  exploration. 
The  BLM  also  executes  surface  management 
responsibilities  associated  with  Applications  for 
Permit  to  Drill  (APDs).  The  BLM  is  responsible 
for  monitoring  all  "down  hole"  work  such  as 
ensuring  aquifer  protection,  blowout  prevention, 
and  approved  well  completions,  recompletions,  and 
abandonments.  As  a  general  rule,  all  public  land 
not  managed  under  the  BLM  Wilderness  Management 


Watershed 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  watershed  management 
plans  would  be  developed  on  86,450  acres  in  the 
following  areas   (see  Map  2): 

-  Grapevine  (28,440  acres) 

-  El  Paso  Canyon  (19,760  acres) 

-  Cockleburr  (38,250  acres) 

These  are  areas  which  have  high  erosion  rates  due 
to  soil  movement  by  water  and  air.   There  are  no 
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water  bodies  identified  by  the  State  of 
New  Mexico's  non-point  source  pollution 
assessment  within  McGregor  Range.  The  primary 
objectives  of  the  watershed  management  plans 
would  be  to  (1)  protect,  maintain,  or  improve  the 
quality  of  the  soil  and  water  resources  and 
watershed  values,  including  natural  site 
productivity  and  surface  and  groundwater  quality 
and  quantity;  (2)  prevent  deterioration  of  soil 
and  watershed  conditions  where  technically  and 
economically  feasible  and  rehabilitate  areas 
where  accelerated  erosion  and  runoff  have 
resulted  in  unacceptable  resource  conditions;  and 
(3)  prevent  or  minimize  damage  to  natural  site 
characteristics  and  economic  losses  due  to 
floods,  sedimentation,  or  accelerated  runoff  and 
erosion. 

Monitoring  studies  for  watershed  would  be 
conducted  on  withdrawn  land  over  the  entire 
McGregor  Range  in  coordination  and  concurrence 
with  the  Army.  The  objective  of  the  monitoring 
studies  would  be  to  track  impacts  to  soil  erosion 
and  condition.  The  monitoring  studies  would 
include  coordination  with  the  Army  for  field 
trips  to  identify  watershed  problem  areas  and  use 
of  approved  ground  and  aerial  photography  to 
document  soil  conditions  and  changes.  The  BLM 
and  the  Army  may  coordinate  and  exchange  data  to 
benefit  the  programs  of  both  agencies  and 
increase  the  management  efficiency  on  McGregor 
Range. 

Vegetation 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  area  shown  on  Map  3 
(220,800  acres)  would  be  considered  for 
prescribed  burning.  The  vegetation  objective  of 
the  prescribed  burning  would  be  to  improve 
rangeland  condition  by  allowing  grasses  such  as 
tobosa  and  sacaton  to  increase,  while  shrubs  such 
as  mesquite,  tarbush,  snakeweed,  and  yucca  would 
be  reduced.  Prescribed  burn  plans  and 
site-specific  Environmental  Assessments  (EAs) 
would  be  developed  by  the  BLM.  The  areas  to  be 
burned  would  be  mapped  and  flagged.  A  fire 
suppression  crew  would  be  available  to  monitor 
the  burns.  All  prescribed  burns  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  Army.  No  prescribed  burns 
would  be  conducted  on  land  containing  unexploded 
ordnances  or  land  used  exclusively  for  military 
acti  vi  ties . 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  four  existing 
vegetation  study  sites  (3,910  acres)  would  be 


designated  as  the  McGregor  Black  Grama  Grassland 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC). 
The  ACEC  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
existing  Cooperative  Agreement  between  the  BLM, 
the  Army,  and  NMSU  (see  Appendix  F  of  the 
Draft).  The  location  of  the  four  study  sites  is 
shown  on  Map  2.  The  study  sites  meet  BLM's  ACEC 
relevance  and  importance  criteria  because  the 
sites  contain  rare  pristine  black  grama 
grasslands  and  there  is  a  need  to  highlight 
public  and  management  interest  in  this  unique 
resource. 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  vegetation  sale  areas 
totaling  20,940  acres  (see  Map  2)  would  be 
designated.  The  areas  contain  a  variety  of 
yucca,  cacti,  and  other  possible  ornamentals  for 
landscaping  purposes.  The  areas  also  contain 
grama  grass  for  seed  harvest.  The  BLM  would 
determine  the  kind  and  number  of  plants  to  be 
harvested  and  would  monitor  the  vegetation  sale 
areas.  Locations  of  vegetation  sale  areas  would 
be  coordinated  and  concurred  with  by  the  Army. 

Monitoring  studies  for  vegetation  would  be 
conducted  on  withdrawn  land  over  the  entire 
McGregor  Range.  The  studies  would  include 
concurrence  with  the  Army.  The  objective  of  the 
monitoring  studies  would  be  to  track  impacts  to 
vegetation.  The  monitoring  studies  would  be 
conducted  to  determine  watershed  and  rangeland 
conditions.  Field  trips  would  be  conducted  in 
coordination  with  the  Army  to  observe  any  changes 
in  vegetation.  Vegetation  conditions  and  changes 
would  be  documented  through  the  use  of  approved 
ground  and  aerial  photography.  The  BLM  and  the 
Army  may  coordinate  and  exchange  data  to  benefit 
the  programs  of  both  agencies  and  increase  the 
management  efficiency  on  McGregor  Range. 

Livestock  Grazing 

The  current  livestock  grazing  management  program 
would  continue,  as  described  in  detail  under  the 
Continuing  Management  Guidance  section  of  the 
Draft  (see  Draft  pages  2-5  to  2-7). 

Wildlife 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  existing  forage  use  for 
wildlife  would  continue  within  the  livestock 
grazing  area  (see  discussion  under  the  Continuing 
Management  Guidance  section  of  the  Draft,  pages 
2-7  to  2-9),  and  also  adequate  vegetation  would 
be  reserved  for  wildlife  forage  and  cover  outside 
of   the   livestock   grazing   area,   in   areas 
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consistent  with  military  missions. 

The  existing  Co-Use  Area  Habitat  Management  Plan 
(HMP)  would  be  revised  to  include  the  Mesa 
Grassland,  Mesa  Hill,  Arroyo  Riparian,  Desert 
Hills  and  Outwash,  and  Basin  habitat  sites  in  the 
Otero  Mesa  Antelope  HMP  (see  Map  3),  consistent 
with  the  military  mission  and  activities.  The 
goals  of  the  Otero  Mesa  Antelope  HMP  on  McGregor 
Range  would  be  to  (1)  achieve  and  maintain  the 
grassland  habitats  of  Otero  Mesa  in  good  to 
excellent  ecological  condition;  (2)  provide 
stable  habitat  for  endangered  species;  (3) 
provide  stable  habitat  to  maintain  a  pronghorn 
antelope  population  of  700  to  750  animals;  and 
(4)  minimize  disturbance  of  Arroyo  Riparian 
habitats  for  endangered  species  and  nongame 
birds.  Objectives  of  the  HMP  would  include  (1) 
review  of  the  Co-Use  Area  AMP  to  recommend 
adjustments  to  grazing  management  as  needed;  (2) 
develop  additional  fencing  guidelines  if  needed; 
(3)  manage  the  Mesa  Grassland  and  Mesa  Hill 
habitats  to  benefit  pronghorn  antelope  and 
grassland  threatened  and  endangered  species  using 
prescribed  fire  (see  Map  3);  (4)  minimize 
disturbance  to  Arroyo  Riparian  habitats;  and  (5) 
provide  stable  habitat  and  populations  of 
black-tailed  prairie  dogs  for  ecosystem 
maintenance  and  wildlife  research  purposes  and 
nominate  prairie  dog  populations  in  Otero  County 
as   BLM-sensi tive. 

The  existing  Co-Use  Area  HMP  would  also  be 
revised  for  that  area  outside  of  the  Otero  Mesa 
Antelope  HMP  area  discussed  above  (see  Map  3). 
This  revision  would  have  the  following 
objectives:  (1)  determine  the  success  of 
implemented  management  actions  for  deer  and  other 
priority  species  and  establish  new  objectives 
which  should  include  but  not  be  limited  to 
maintaining  habitat  to  support  4,000  deer;  (2) 
minimize  disturbance  of  Arroyo  Riparian  habitats; 
(3)  evaluate  factors  affecting  the  deer  herd  off 
of  McGregor  Range  and  implications  related  to 
habitat  condition  on  the  Range;  (4)  manage  the 
Sacramento  Foothills  habitat  for  mule  deer  and 
other  priority  species  using  prescribed  fire  (see 
Map  3);  (5)  review  the  Co-Use  Area  AMP  and 
recommend  adjustments  to  grazing  management  if 
needed;  (6)  enhance  small  game  populations  and 
habitats;  and  (7)  coordinate  the  removal  of 
exotic  species  from  the  area  with  the  Army  and 
New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  (NMDGF) 
and  provide  public  hunts  where  possible. 


A  Tularosa  Basin  HMP  would  be  developed  to  manage 
all  habitats  outside  of  the  livestock  grazing 
area  (see  Map  3),  especially  the  Arroyo  Riparian 
habitats,  for  priority  species  (and  nongame  birds 
in  Arroyo  Riparian  habitats)  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Army  and  NMDGF.  Objectives 
of  the  HMP  would  be  to:  (1)  provide  for 
sustained  populations  of  game  species;  (2) 
manage  habitats  as  natural  systems  and  maintain 
or  improve  conditions  for  priority  species  and 
nongame  species;  (3)  develop  measures  to 
minimize,  mitigate,  and  reclaim  damage  to  Arroyo 
Riparian  habitats,  in  coordination  with  the  Army; 
and  (4)  coordinate  the  removal  of  exotic  species 
from  the  area  with  the  Army  and  NMDGF  and  provide 
hunts  where  possible. 

Monitoring  studies  for  wildlife  and  wildlife 
habitat  would  be  conducted  over  the  entire 
McGregor  Range.  The  objectives  of  the  monitoring 
studies  would  be  to  determine  populations, 
density  estimates,  or  indices  of  priority  species 
and  to  track  sensitive  habitats.  The  monitoring 
studies  would  include  coordination  with  the  Army 
for  (1)  flights  for  game  counts;  (2)  flights 
for  habitat  evaluation;  (3)  field  trips  for 
habitat  reconnaissance;  (4)  use  of  approved 
aerial  photography  for  documentation  of  habitat 
conditions;  and  (5)  Army  objectives  for  Army 
fee-owned  land.  The  BLM  and  the  Army  may 
coordinate  and  exchange  data  to  benefit  the 
programs  of  both  agencies  and  increase  the 
management  efficiency  on  McGregor  Range. 

A  Sikes  Act  Stamp  program  would  be  established  on 
McGregor  Range  for  regular  licensees  in 
coordination  with  the  Army,  NMDGF,  and  New  Mexico 
Game       Commission.  The       stamp       program       would 

interact  with  inventories,  research  needs,  and 
HMPs  on  McGregor  Range.  (See  Appendix  G  of  the 
Draft  for  a  description  of  Sikes  Act  Stamp 
Program. ) 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  BLM  would  authorize  ADC 
activities  on  withdrawn  land  on  McGregor  Range  in 
accordance  with  the  National  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU)  between  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service  (USDA,  APHIS)  (New  Mexico  ADC  Program) 
and  BLM,  and  through  the  annual  District  ADC 
Plan.  The  Plan  would  be  prepared  by  the  NM  ADC 
Program  in  coordination  with  BLM,  Ft.  Bliss,  and 
NMDGF  based  on  information  provided  by  contractor 
contacts    to    them.      Population   monitoring   would    be 


conducted  by  BLM,  in  coordination  with  the  NM  ADC 
Program,  for  predators  and  other  potentially 
destructive  animals  to  determine  the  ecological 
interrelationships  of  animal  damage  control  for 
resource  management  decisions. 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  deer  hunting  on  McGregor 
Range  would  be  conducted  during  the  Fort  Bliss 
Christmas  break  (typically  the  last  2  weeks  of 
December)  consistent  with  Fort  Bliss  mission 
requirements   and   resource   management   goals, 
objectives,  protection,  and  based  on  principles 
of  sound  deer  management  and  computer  modeling  by 
NMDGF.   The  goal  for  deer  management  on  McGregor 
would   be   to   provide   limited   recreation 
opportunities  for  large  bucks  while  maintaining  a 
productive,  balanced  deer  population  and  healthy 
habitat   conditions   consistent   with   military 
missions.   Pronghorn  antelope  hunts  would  be 
conducted  annually  during  October,  after  rut  but 
before   horn   shed   consistent   with   military 
missions.    The   goal   for   pronghorn   antelope 
management  on  McGregor  would  be  to  provide  for 
quality  (large  buck)  recreation  activities  by 
maintaining   or   improving   herd   size   and 
characteristics.   Hunting  permits  for  both  deer 
and  pronghorn  antelope  would  be  allocated  by 
NMDGF  based  on  harvest  of  40  percent  of  the  adult 
buck  population.   Herd  reduction  hunts  may  be 
conducted   periodically   to   reduce   the   total 
population.  Other  game  and  furbearer  species  may 
be  hunted  consistent  with  management  objectives. 
State  regulations,  the  military  mission,  and  in 
areas  identified  on  an  annual  basis  by  the  BLM, 
NMDGF,  and  Fort  Bliss  as  open  for  hunting.   The 
BLM  may  use  authority  under  43  CFR  Part  24  to 
cancel  hunts,  in  consultation  with  NMDGF,  if 
hunts  would   adversely   affect  management   and 
protection   of   wildlife,   habitat,   recreation 
resources,  or  when  the  BLM  is  notified  by  the 
military  that  a  hunt  is  in  conflict  with  public 
safety  or  military  missions. 

Recreation 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  public  access  would  be 
allowed  if  and  when  a  hunt  is  conducted 
consistent  with  resource  management  objectives 
and  other  controlled  uses.  Hunting  would  only  be 
allowed  during  the  prescribed  time  periods 
identified  under  the  Wildlife  Section  of  this 
Proposed  Plan. 


Recreation   uses 
occasionally   be 


other   than    hunting   would 
permitted   only   after   Army 


concurrence.  These  occasional  uses  such  as 
sightseeing,  hiking,  picnicking,  bi  rdwatching, 
photography,  wild  flower  viewing,  and  camping, 
would  be  controlled  by  BLM  according  to  the 
following  management  practices: 

-  Adhere  to  Army  check-in  and  check-out 
requi  rements . 

-  Develop  a  signing  and  information  program 
to  educate  users. 

-  Provide  access  in  the  area  by  maintaining 
existing  roads  in  passable  condition. 

Off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use,  when  access  is 
authorized  by  the  Army,  would  be  "limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails"  on  608,345  acres. 
Designated  roads  would  be  identified  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  depending  on  the  need  for 
access  for  the  activity  involved.  The  Army 
impact  areas  are  off-limits  to  recreation.  This 
designation  would  be  primarily  for  public  safety 
and  the  protection  of  watershed  resources  and 
cultural  resources. 

The  Escondida  Pueblo  site  (40  acres)  would  be 
designated  as  "closed"  to  ORV  use  for  the 
protection  of  cultural  resources. 

Visual  Resources 

Management  of  visual  resources  on  McGregor  Range 
would  continue  as  described  under  the  Continuing 
Management  Guidance  section  of  the  Draft  (see 
Draft  page  2-10). 

Wilderness 

The  Culp  Canyon  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  would 
continue  to  be  managed  under  IMP  guidelines, 
pending  Congressional  determination.  For  more 
detail,  see  the  wilderness  discussion  under  the 
Continuing  Management  Guidance  section  of  the 
Draft  (see  Draft  page  2-10). 

Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resource  management  would  continue  as 

described   under   the   Continuing  Management 

Guidance  section  of  the  Draft  (see  Draft  pages 
2-10  to  2-12). 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  Escondida  Pueblo 
site  (40  acres)  would  be  fenced  to  exclude 
livestock  grazing  and  other  surface  disturbing 
uses.   The  site  would  be  designated  as  "closed" 


to  ORV  use. 

The  BLM  would  issue  research  permits  to 
institutions  or  organizations  for  the  collection, 
recovery,  and  analysis  of  cultural  data.  This 
would  be  done  in  coordination  with  the  Army  so  as 
not  to  interfere  with  the  Army  mission  on 
McGregor  Range. 

Fire 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  BLM  would  have 
responsibility  to  monitor  and  suppress  all 
nonmilitary  fires  on  withdrawn  land.  The  Army 
would  have  responsibility  to  suppress  and  monitor 
fires  caused  by  military  activities  on  withdrawn 
land  and  on  Army  fee-owned  land.  The  Army  would 
serve  as  the  lead  agency  for  monitoring  or 
suppressing  all  fires  in  the  impact  and  military 
use  areas.  BLM  may  take  additional  monitoring  or 
suppression  action  on  withdrawn  land  in  the 
impact  area  and  military  use  area  if  warranted 
and  the  action  is  consistent  with  military 
activities.  Both  agencies  would  notify  the  other 
of  any  suppression  actions  taken  on  McGregor 
Range.  If  the  Army  requests  assistance  from  the 
BLM  for  any  tactical  or  suppression  support  needs 
for  Army  fire  responsibilities,  the  Army  would 
reimburse  the  BLM  for  the  costs  of  any  such 
assistance. 

The  BLM  may  use  prescribed  fire  in  identified 
areas  (220,800  acres,  see  Map  3)  to  improve 
rangeland  condition  and  wildlife  habitat. 
Prescribed  burn  plans  and  site-specific  EAs  would 
be  developed.  The  areas  to  be  burned  would  be 
mapped  and  flagged.  A  fire  suppression  crew 
would  be  available  to  monitor  the  burns.  All 
prescribed  burns  would  be  coordinated  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Army.  No  prescribed  burns 
would  be  conducted  on  lands  containing  unexploded 
ordnances  or  lands  used  exclusively  for  military 
activi  ties . 

Rationale 


The  Proposed  Plan  addresses  to  what  degree  public 
use  of  the  resources  will  be  allowed  and  the 
intensity  of  BLM  resource  management  on  McGregor 
Range.  The  Plan  complies  with  the  Military  Lands 
Withdrawal  Act  of  1986  (PL  99-606)  and  all  other 
applicable  laws,  executive  orders,  and 
regulations.  Where  compatible  with  military  use, 
the  Proposed  Plan  provides  for  public  access, 


mineral  development,  vegetation  harvesting, 
livestock  grazing,  hunting,  and  recreation. 
Protection  of  watershed,  vegetation,  wildlife, 
visual,  wilderness,  and  cultural  resources  is 
also  provided  for  in  the  Plan. 

The  Proposed  Plan  is  a  modified  version  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  Public  comment  on  the  Draft  included 
several  letters  expressing  support  for  inclusion 
of  the  Cockleburr  watershed  area  (38,250"  acres) 
in  the  Proposed  Plan  for  the  development  of  a 
watershed  management  plan  (see  Comment  Letters  3, 
9,  17,  21,  22,  23,  25  and  26).  With  the 
inclusion  of  the  Cockleburr  area,  watershed 
management  plans  would  be  developed  for  a  total 
of  86,450  acres  on  McGregor  Range.  In  addition, 
comments  from  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  required 
changes  in  the  predator  control  proposal  (see 
Comment  Letter  10) . 

The  environmental  consequences  of  the  Proposed 
Plan  would  remain  essentially  the  same  as  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  C)  in  the 
Draft  except  for  the  Cockleburr  watershed  area, 
which  is  discussed  under  Alternative  B  in  the 
Draft.  For  other  changes,  see  the  Modification 
and  Corrections  to  the  Draft,  beginning  on  Final 
page  105. 

CONSISTENCY  OF  THE  PLAN 

There  are  no  known  inconsistencies  between  the 
Proposed  Plan  and  officially  approved  and  adopted 
resource-related  policies  and  programs  of  other 
Federal  agencies.  State  and  local  governments, 
and  Indian  Tribes. 


IMPLEMENTATION,    MONITORING, 
MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  PLAN 


EVALUATION,    AND 


A  record  of  decision  (ROD)  will  be  issued 
following  publication  of  this  proposed  Plan 
Amendment/Final  EIS.  An  Approved  Plan  Amendment 
will  be  completed  following  the  ROD.  The 
Approved  Plan  gives  more  detail  than  the  ROD. 

Implementation  of  the  decisions  could  then  take 
place.  Section  3(e)  of  the  Act  requires  the  BLM 
and  the  Army  to  enter  into  an  MOU  to  implement 
the  management  plan.  This  MOU  will  establish 
policies,  procedures,  and  responsibilities  of  the 
BLM  and  Department  of  the  Army  for  coordination 


and  cooperation  related  to  land  use  planning  and 
resource  management. 

After  the  ROD  is  published,  intervals  and 
standards  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  the  plan 
will  be  established.  The  intervals  will  not 
exceed  5  years.  Standards  will  be  developed  to 
determine  whether  the  mitigation  measures  are 
satisfactory,  assumptions  used  in  the  assessment 
of  impacts  are  correct,  or  significant  changes 
have  occurred  in  the  related  plans  of  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  Governments.  The 
information  gained  will  be  incorporated  into  any 
future  planning.  At  least  every  5  years  or  when 
final  regulations  prescribed  in  Section  12  of 
Public  Law  99-606  are  approved,  the  BLM  will 
determine,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Army, 
jwhich  withdrawn  public  and  acquired  lands  are 
suitable  for  opening  to  the  mining  and  mineral 
leasing  laws,  as  per  Section  12  of  the  Act.  If 
further  decontamination  of  the  lands  is 
accomplished  (as  per  Section  7  of  the  Act)  to 
allow  expanded  nonmilitary  uses,  an  amendment  to 
this  plan  will  be  completed  to  consider  possible 
management  changes. 

Following  completion  of  the  Plan  Amendment, 
implementation  priorities  will  be  established  for 
the  planning  decisions  to  guide  the  order  in 
which  decisions  are  implemented.  The 
implementation  priorities  will  be  tied  to  the 
budget  process  and  will  be  reviewed  and  updated 
annually  to  reflect  new  administrative  policy, 
new  departmental  directions,  or  new  BLM  goals. 
An  RMP  annual  update  will  be  completed  each  year. 

The  effects  of  implementing  the  Plan  Amendment 
will  be  monitored  and  evaluated  on  a  yearly  basis 
to  inform  resource  managers  and  the  public  of  the 
progress.   The  results  being  achieved  under  the 


Plan  will  be  compared  with  Plan  objectives. 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  will  help  the  resource 
managers: 

— to  determine  whether  an  action  is 
accomplishing  the  intended  purposes; 

— to  determine  whether  mitigating  measures 
are  satisfactory; 

— to  determine  if  the  decisions  in  the  Plan 
are  being  accomplished; 

— to  determine  if  the  related  plans  of  other 
Federal   agencies   or   State   and   local 
governments  or  Indian  tribes  have  changed 
resulting  in  an  inconsistency  with  the 
Plan; 

— to  identify  any  unanticipated  or 
unpredictable  effects; 

— to  identify  new  data  of  significance  to 
the  Plan. 

Monitoring  will  also  help  to  establish  long-term 
use  and  resource  condition  trends  and  will 
provide  valuable  information  for  future  planning. 

The  Plan  will  be  maintained  as  necessary  to 
reflect  minor  changes  in  data.  Maintenance  will 
be  limited  to  refining  or  to  documenting  a 
previously  approved  decision.  It  will  not  expand 
the  scope  of  resource  uses  or  restrictions  or 
change  the  terms,  conditions,  and  decisions  of 
the  Plan.  Maintenance  will  be  documented  in 
supporting  records.  Formal  public  involvement 
will  not  be  necessary  to  maintain  the  Plan. 
Implementation,  monitoring,  evaluation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Plan  will  be  in  accordance 
with  the  Las  Cruces  District  Office  Supplemental 
Guidance  1617  (Dated  July  29,  1985)  and  the  RMP 
User's  Handbook  (NMSO  Instruction  Memorandum  No. 
NM-86-4n). 
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PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 
AND  COORDINATION 


PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION  AND  COORDINATION 


INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  summarizes  the  consultation  and 
coordination  conducted  in  preparation  of  the 
White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment 
(RMPA)  for  McGregor  Range.  In  the  course  of 
preparing  the  associated  documents,  formal  and 
informal  efforts  have  been  made  to  involve  the 
public,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  State  and 
local  Governments  in  the  planning  process. 
Several  points  of  public  involvement  are  mandated 
by  regulations  and  were  complied  with,  but 
numerous  other  actions  were  taken  to  further 
involve  the  public. 

Prior  to  the  actual  writing  of  the  Amendment,  an 
involved  process  of  data  gathering  and  other 
preparatory  activities  occurred.  This  process 
included  inventory,  public  participation, 
interagency  coordination,  and  preparation  of  a 
Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA).  The  MSA,  as 
well  as  documentation  of  consultation  and 
coordination  efforts,  are  on  file  in  the  Las 
Cruces  District  Office.  Consultation  and 
coordination  with  agencies,  organizations,  and 
individuals  occurred  in  a  variety  of  ways 
throughout  the  planning  process.  A  complete 
mailing  list  of  those  contacted  throughout  the 
planning  process  is  also  on  file  in  the  Las 
Cruces  District  Office. 

The  White  Sands  RMPA  was  prepared  by  an 
interdisciplinary  team  of  resource  specialists 
from  the  Las  Cruces  District  Resource  Management 
Staff  and  White  Sands  Resource  Area.  Table  2 
lists  the  names  and  qualifications  of  each  team 
member. 

PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

The  planning  process  began  in  July  1987  with 
publication  of  a  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  a 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  in  the  Federal 
Register  (Volume  52,  No.  145,  Wednesday,  July  29, 
1987,  page  28350). 

On  July  30,  1987,  a  scoping  report  was  sent  to 
approximately  800  individuals,  State  and  Federal 
agencies,    units    of    local    Government, 


organizations,  and  members  of  private  industry. 
The  report  summarized  the  single  planning  issue 
and  management  and  resource  concerns  identified 
by  BLM  Managers  and  Resource  Specialists.  The 
public  was  asked  to  evaluate  the  issue  and 
management  concerns  and  to  identify  any 
significant  concerns  that  should  be  addressed  in 
the  Amendment.  A  postage-paid  comment/response 
form  was  provided  with  the  report  for  the 
convenience  of  those  who  wanted  to  respond. 
During  the  30-day  comment  period  that  ended 
August  31.  1987,  17  letters  were  received  by  the 
District  in  response  to  the  call  for  comment. 
The  letters  included  6  from  individuals,  6  from 
organizations,  4  from  Federal  Government,  and  1 
from  State  Government.  In  response  to  the 
report,  65  individuals,  groups,  or  agencies 
returned  the  comment  form  with  official 
comments.  Nineteen  returned  the  form  with  no 
comment  but  indicated  a  desire  to  continue 
receiving  material  on  the  project.  Five  returned 
the  form  requesting  that  they  be  removed  from  the 
mailing  list.  A  content  analysis  which  includes 
numbers,  types,  and  content  of  comments  received 
during  the  scoping  process  was  developed  and  is 
available  for  public  review  in  the  Las  Cruces 
District  Office. 

In  addition  to  sending  the  scoping  report,  the 
District  held  four  public  meetings.  The  public 
meetings  were  held  August  18,  1987  at  the  BLM  Las 
Cruces  District  Office;  August  19,  1987  at  City 
Hall  in  El  Paso,  Texas;  August  20,  1987  in 
Timberon,  New  Mexico;  and  August  21,  1987  in 
Alamogordo,  New  Mexico.  BLM  personnel  were 
available  to  explain  the  planning  process  and  the 
single  planning  issue,  and  to  discuss  the 
concerns  of  those  in  attendance.  A  total  of  80 
people  attended  the  four  meetings.  In  addition 
to  the  general  public,  the  following  special 
interest  groups  were  represented:  U.S.  Army, 
Fort  Bliss  and  Corps  of  Engineers;  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish;  Holloman  Air  Force 
Base;  U.S.  Forest  Service;  Gas  Company  of  New 
Mexico;  El  Paso  City  Planning  Department;  El  Paso 
Sierra  Club;  El  Paso  Audubon  Society:  Franklin 
Mountains  Wilderness  Coalition;  and  the  Range 
Improvement  Task  Force.  Six  individuals 
submitted  written  comments  during  the  meetings. 
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Name 


Willis  M.  Bird,  Jr. 


Responsibility 


Team  Leader 


TABLE  2 
LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Education 


Experience 


8. A.  Wildlife  Management 
New  Mexico  State  University 


BLM  16  years 

Multi-Resources   Staff  Chief 
District  Wildlife  Biologist 
Resource  Area  Wildlife  Biologist 
Recreation  Technician 


Bill  Gilbert 


Technical   Coordinator 


B.S.   Biology 
University  of  Nebraska 
Humboldt  State  University 


BLM  11   years 

Natural    Resource  Specialist 


Roberta  Avalos 


Word   Processing 


International    Business  College     BLM  2  years 
Clerk-Typist  Certificate  Clerk-Typist 

Las  Cruces,   New  Mexico  Word   Processor 


Bernadine  Creager 


Lands/Access 


Christine  Commarato 


Planning  Clerk 


Draughons  Business  College 
Albuquerque,   New  Mexico 
Fort  Lewis  College 
(Undergraduate  Work) 
Durango,   Colorado 

Las  Cruces  High  School 


BLM  14  years 

Realty  Specialist/Secretary 

Private  Industry  20  years 

Bookkeeper/Secretary 


BLM  5  months,   Planning  Clerk 
National    Park  Service  1   year 
10  months.   Secretary 
U.S.   Dept  of  Army  6  years  9 
months   Clerk-Typist/Secretary 


Maria  Isabel   Galvan 


Cartographer 


Las  Cruces  High  School 


BLM  5  years 
Cartographic  Aid 
Clerk 
Planning  Aid 


Mike  Howard 


Wildlife,  Threatened  and 
Endangered  Plants  and 
Animal  s 


Assoc,  in  Science 
Central  Texas  College 
B.S.  Range  Animal  Science 
M.S.  Wildlife  Management 
Sul  Ross  State  University 


BLM  9  years 
Wildlife  Biologist 
Range  Conservationist 


Kelly  Kirby 


Social  and  Economic 
Condi  ti  ons 


B.A.  Economics 

New  Mexico  State  University 


BLM  1  year 
Regional  Economist 


Susi  Kolikant 


Word  Processing 


B.A.  English 

B.S.  Secondary  Education 

New  Mexico  State  University 


BLM  2  years 
Planning  Clerk 


Walter  Lujan 


Joseph  P.  Martin 


Soil ,  Ai  r.  Water 
Vegetation 
Livestock  Grazing 


Cultural  Resources 


B.S.  Range  Management 

New  Mexico  State  University 


B.A.  History/Anthropology 
University  of  Arkansas 
M.A.  Anthropology 
University  of  Idaho 
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BLM  14  years 

Implementation  Staff  Supervisor 

Range  Conservationist 

NM  State  Forestry  1  year 

Range  Technician 

BLM  1  1/2  years,  Archeologist 
U.S.  Forest  Service  1  year 
Archeologi  st 

Private  Contract  Archaeology 
9  years  Archeologist/Historian 


TABLE  2 
LIST  OF  PREPARERS  (concluded) 


Name 


Responsibili  tv 


Education 


Joe  H.  Sanchez 


Recreation,  Wilderness,   B.S.  Range  Science 

Visual  Resources        New  Mexico  State  University 


Experience 


BLM  8  years 

Surface  Reclamation  Specialist 

Natural  Resource  Specialist 

2  years 

U.S.  Forest  Service 
Range  Conservationist 
Soil  Conservation  Service 

3  years 

Soil  Conservationist 


Joseph  I.  Torrez 


Geology  and  Minerals 


Dusty  Voss 


Fi  re  Management 


B.A.  Geology 

New  Mexico  Highlands 

University 


3  years  Range  and 
Animal  Science 
Conners  State  College 


BLM  11  years,  Geologist 

NM  State  Highway  Department 

5  years,  Soils  Testing/ 

Surveying 

Sales  1  year 

BLM  12  years 

Forest  Service  8  years 

Fi  re  Management 


CONTRIBUTORS  AND  REVIEWERS 


New  Mexico  State  Office 

Ron  Bartel ,  Petroleum  Engineer 
Phil  Beck,  Realty  Specialist 
Andy  Dimas,  Wildlife  Biologist 
Steve  Fosberg,  Archeologist 
Jim  Glenn,  Fire  Management 

Specialist 
Don  Hinrichsen,  Outdoor 

Recreation  Planner 
Jon  Joseph,  Wilderness  Specialist 
Jan  Knight,  Botanist 
Jim  Olsen,  Minerals  Specialist 
Ted  Rael ,  Realty  Specialist 
Tim  Sanders,  Environmental 

Coordinator 
Dave  Schafersman,  Soil,  Water,  and 

Air  Specialist 
Jerry  Townsend,  Range  Specialist 
J.  W.  Whitney,  Natural  Resource 

Specialist 


Las  Cruces  District 

P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager, 

White  Sands 
Jim  McCormick,  District  Range  Specialist 
Bruce  Call,  District  Soil  Scientist 
Tom  Custer,  Geologist 
Charles  Hodgin,  District  Planning 

Coordinator 
Ken  Holmes,  District  Wildlife  Biologist 
Juan  Padilla,  District  Realty  Specialist 
Pam  Smith,  District  Archeologist 
Dwayne  Sykes,  District  Outdoor  Recreation 

PI  anner 
Richard  T.  Watts,  ADM,  Operations 


U.S.  Armv 

LTC  Anthony  Laspada,  Ft.  Bliss 

Pete  Atkins,  Ft.  Bliss 

Glen  DeGarmo,  Ft.  Bliss 

Bea  Martin,  Ft.  Bliss 

Marie  Smith,  Corps  of  Engineers, 

Albuquerque 
Kevin  VonFinger,  Ft.  Bliss 
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On  September  29,  1987,  a  letter  containing 
preliminary  planning  criteria  for  review  by  the 
public  was  sent  to  approximately  700  people.  The 
planning  criteria  were  available  for  a  30-day 
review  and  comment  period  ending  October  30, 
1987,  before  being  approved  for  use  in  the 
planning  process.  Three  comment  letters  were 
received  during  this  period.  The  planning 
criteria  that  would  be  used  in  preparation  of  the 
White  Sands  RMPA/EIS  were  formally  approved  by 
the  District  Manager  on  November  12,  1987. 


the  planning  process  on  use  of  lands  on  McGregor 
Range. 

Fort  Bliss  officials  reviewed  and  provided 
official  comments  on  the  Management  Situation 
Analysis,  formulation  of  alternatives,  and 
Preliminary  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Preliminary 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Informal  reviews  of 
various  sections  of  the  RMPA  as  it  was  being 
written  were  conducted  by  the  Ft.  Bliss  Staff  and 
the  Range  Commander. 


Other  informal  coordination  with  the  public  such 
as  telephone  calls  and  personal  contacts  have 
occurred  in  developing  the  White  Sands  RMPA. 
Records  of  these  contacts  are  located  in  the  Las 
Cruces  District  Office. 

MILITARY  INVOLVEMENT  AND  COORDINATION 

The  Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  of  1986,  Public 
Law  99-606,  withdrew  McGregor  Range  for  military 
purposes  along  with  other  military 
installations.  Section  3  of  the  Act  directs  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  manage  McGregor 
Range  under  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  and  prepare  a  management 
plan  by  November  6,  1989.  The  plan  is  to  be 
developed  after  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  military  department  concerned  (Fort  Bliss 
Army  Air  Defense  Center).  Fort  Bliss  officials 
have  indicated  they  will  support  BLM  in  meeting 
the  November  1989  deadline.  Section  12  of  the 
Act  also  requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  determine,  with  concurrence  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  military  department,  which  withdrawn 
public  and  acquired  lands  could  be  opened  for 
operation  of  mining  and  mineral  laws  (see 
Appendi  x  H) . 

Consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  Act,  the  Las 
Cruces  District  staff  has  stayed  in  contact  with 
Fort  Bliss.  Initially,  the  increased  role  of  the 
BLM  and  the  planning  requirements  were  discussed 
on  March  24,  1987  at  the  quarterly  McGregor 
Coordination  Meeting.  In  further  communication 
with  the  McGregor  Range  Commander,  BLM  was 
informed  that  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Albuquerque  District,  would  be  the  Fort  Bliss 
contact  for  planning  coordination.  On  July  13, 
1987,  a  meeting  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  was 
held  to  review  the  Pre-planning  Analysis  prior  to 
approval.  Other  coordination  meetings  were  held 
on  September  10,  1987;  February  17,  1988;  and 
March  25,  1988  to  discuss  military  involvement  in 


CONSULTATION 

Consultation  or  conference  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  is  required  before  any 
project  initiated  or  approved  by  the  BLM  is 
implemented  that  may  affect  any  Federally 
threatened,  endangered,  or  proposed  plant  or 
animal  or  their  habitat.  This  consultation  or 
conference  is  required  by  Section  7  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  The  White  Sands 
RMPA/EIS  is  considered  a  major  project  and 
informal  consultation  was  initiated  with  the 
USFWS  on  October  23,  1987.  On  October  28,  1987, 
the  USFWS  sent  a  list  of  the  threatened  or 
endangered  species  which  may  occur  on  McGregor 
Range.  The  Biological  Assessment  and 
correspondence  concerning  the  consultation 
process  are  on  file  in  the  Las  Cruces  District 
Office. 

The  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish 
(NMDGF)  and  the  New  Mexico  Natural  Resources 
Department  have  been  contacted  in  regard  to  State 
listed  threatened  and  endangered  wildlife  and 
plant  species.  This  RMPA  is  consistent  with 
legislation  protecting  State  listed  species. 
Coordination  and  consultation  with  the  State  will 
be  continued  throughout  the  planning  process  and 
during  implementation. 

The  BLM  cultural  resource  management  program 
operates  in  accordance  with  36  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (CFR),  Part  800,  which  provides 
specific  procedures  for  consultation  between  BLM 
and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO).  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  NMSO-168 
between  the  SHPO,  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation,  and  the  BLM  New  Mexico  State  Office 
became  effective  October  19,  1982.  This  MOA 
coordinates  the  provisions  of  36  CFR  800  with 
existing  BLM  procedures,  emphasizing  the  BLM 
planning  system.   The  MOA  incorporates  procedures 
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for  exchanging  information  with  the  SHPO 
concerning  cultural  resources  on  public  and 
private  lands.  It  defines  those  undertakings  and 
activities  requiring  or  not  requiring 
consultation  and  establishes  reporting  standards. 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  OF  THE  RMPA 

The  Draft  White  Sands  RMPA/EIS  was  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
September  9,  1988.  The  Notice  of  Availability 
and  Public  Hearings  Schedule  were  published  in 
the  September  12,  1988  Federal  Register  (Vol.  53, 
No.  176,  pages  35238-35239).  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS 
was  made  available  to  the  public  and  the  comment 
period  started  September  16,  1988.  The  90-day 
public  comment  period  ended  December  19,  1988. 
Newsreleases  were  distributed  announcing  the 
availability  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  notice  of 
public  hearings.  Approximately  700  copies  were 
distributed  by  mail  to  various  individuals, 
organizations,  and  government  agencies.  In 
addition,  copies  were  available  at  nine  different 
libraries  and  the  BLM  offices  in  New  Mexico. 

In  addition  to  members  of  the  interested  public, 
the  Draft  White  Sands  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS  have  been  sent  to: 

Congressional  Delegation  and  New  Mexico 
State  Legislators 

U.S.  Senator  Jeff  Bingaman 
U.S.  Senator  Pete  V.  Domenici 
U.S.  Congressman  Joe  Skeen 
State  Senator,  District  35 
State  Senator,  District  39 
State  Senator,  District  40 
State  Representative,  District  51 
State  Representative,  District  52 
State  Representative,  District  53 

New  Mexico  State  Agencies 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Ag.  Programs  and  Resources  Division 
Bureau  of  Mines  and  Mineral 

Resources 
Department  of  Finance  and 
Admini  strati  on 

Office  of  Cultural  Affairs 

Museum  of  New  Mexico  Division 
Historic  Preservation  Division 


Energy,  Minerals  and  Natural  Resources  Department 

Forestry  Division 

Oil  Conservation  Division 

Energy  Conservation  and  Management  Division 

Mining  and  Minerals  Division 

Parks  and  Recreation  Division 

Department  of  Game  and  Fish 
Governor's  Office 
Health  and  Environment  Department 

Environmental  Improvement 
Division 
Highway  and  Transportation  Department 
Human  Services  Department 

Office  of  Indian  Affairs 
Land  Office 

Commissioner's  Office 
State  Engineer/Interstate  Stream 

Commission 
Department  of  Public  Safety 

State  Police 
Taxation  and  Revenue  Department 

Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Agricultural  Research  Service 
Jornada  Experimental  Range 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and 

Conservation  Service 
Farmer's  Home  Administration 
Forest  Service 
Department  of  Commerce 
Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Fort  Bliss 
McGregor  Range 
White  Sands  Missile  Range 
Department  of  Justice 

Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service 

Border  Patrol 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic 

Preservation 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Mines 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Geological  Survey 
National  Park  Service 
Office  of  Environmental 
Project  Review 


IS 


Department  of  Transportation 
Department  of  the  Treasury 

Customs  Service 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
International  Boundary  and  Water 
Commi  ssi  on 

Local  and  Regional  Governments, 
Agencies,  and  Indian  Tribes 

Chamber  of  Commerce  (Alamogordo 

and  El  Paso) 
Cities  of  Alamogordo  and  El  Paso 
El  Paso  County  Commissioners 
Mescal ero  Apache  Tribe 
Otero  County  Commissioners 
Otero  County  Electric  Coop,  Inc. 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  Economic 

Development  District 
Village  of  Tularosa 

Livestock  Related  Organizations 

Las  Cruces  District  Grazing 

Advisory  Board 
New  Mexico  Cattle  Growers 

Association 
New  Mexico  Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau 
New  Mexico  Wool  Growers  Association 
Otero  County  Farm  and  Livestock 

Bureau 
Society  for  Range  Management 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  Grazing 

Association 
Southwestern  New  Mexico  Livestock 

Grazing  Association 

Conservation  Organizations 

Ada  County  Fish  and  Game  League 
Albuquerque  Archaeological  Society 
Earth  Environmental  Consultants 
Environmental  Management  Services 

Company 
El  Paso  Archaeological  Society 
International  Society  Protection 
Izaak  Walton  League 
Mesilla  Valley  Audubon  Society 
Mesilla  Valley  Grotto 
National  Audubon  Society 
National  Wildlife  Federation 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 


Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation 

Association 
New  Mexico  Archaeological  Society 
New  Mexico  Conservation 
Coordinating  Council 
New  Mexico  Natural  History  Institute 
New  Mexico  Wildlife  Federation 
New  Mexico  Wildlife  Society 
Oregon  Environmental  Council 
Public  Lands  Council 
Public  Land  Institute 
Sierra  Club 

Albuquerque  Group 

El  Paso  Regional  Group 

Rio  Grande  Chapter 

Southwestern  New  Mexico  Group 
Soil  Conservation  Society 
Southwest  Research  and  Information 

Center 
Texas  Archaeological  Society 
Wildlife  Management  Institute 
Wilderness  Society 
Wildlife  Society 

New  Mexico  Chapter 

Mineral  Related  Organizations 

Amoco  Production  Company 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company 

Champlin  Petroleum  Company 

Consolidation  Coal  Company 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company 

Gas  Company  of  New  Mexico 

Homestake  Mining  Company 

Hunt  Energy  Corporation 

Mesa  Petroleum 

Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 

Missing  Link  Mining  Company 

Molycorp 

New  Mexico  Mining  Association 

New  Mexico  Oil  and  Gas  Association 

Noranda  Exploration,  Inc. 

Review  of  New  Energy  Technology 

Yates  Petroleum  Corporation 

Other  Organizations 

Burn  Construction  Company,  Inc. 

El  Paso  Electric 

El  Paso  Water  Utilities  Public 

Service  Board 
Envirospere  Company 
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Federal    Land  Bank  Association  of 

Albuquerque 
Federal   Land  Bank  Association  of 

Las  Cruces 
Federal    Land  Bank  Association  of 

Roswell 
Las  Cruces  Production  Credit 

Association 
Western  Land  Exchanges 

Other  Groups 

Albuquerque  Jeep  Herders,    Inc. 
American  Motorcycle  Association 
Butterfield  Trail   4x4  Club 
Dona  Ana  Rockhound  Club 
El    Paso  4x4  Club 
Freewheel   Cycle  Club 
Human  Systems  Research,   Inc. 
International   Right-of-Way 

Association  of  New  Mexico 
Jets  Radio  Club 

Las  Cruces   District  Advisory  Council 
New  Mexico  Motorcycle  Dealers 

Association 
ORV  Use  in  New  Mexico 
Prairie  Dawgs  Motorcycle  Club 
Quivera  Research  Center 
West  Texas  4-Wheel   Drive 

Association,   Inc. 

Universities   and   Libraries 

Alamogordo  Public   Library 

El   Paso  Public  Library 

New  Mexico  Institute  of  Mining 

Technology 
New  Mexico  State  Library 
New  Mexico  State  University 

Library 


Range  Improvement  Task  Force 

New  Mexico  Water  Resources  Institute 

Thomas  Branigan  Memorial  Library 

University  of  New  Mexico 

University  of  Texas  at  El  Paso 

HEARINGS 

Two  formal  public  hearings  were  held  to  receive 
public  comments  as  to  the  accuracy  and  adequacy 
of  the  Draft  White  Sands  RMPA/EIS.  Both  meetings 


took  place  at  7:30  p.m., 
at  City  Hall  in  El 
December  1,  1988  at  the 
Alamogordo,  New  Mexico. 


one  on  November  29,  1988 

Paso,   Texas   and   on 

Chamber  of  Commerce  in 

Four  people  attended  the 


El  Paso  session  and  six  people  attended  the 
session  in  Alamogordo.  No  oral  comments  were 
presented  at  Either  session. 

COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

During  the  comment  period  (September  16  to 
December  19,  1988),  26  letters  from  the  public 
and  agencies  were  received.  After  the  close  of 
the  comment  period,  an  additional  10  letters  were 
received.  All  letters  received  were  responded  to 
in  the  Final.  Table  3  lists  comment  letters 
received.  All  letters  are  reproduced  in  their 
entirety. 

Responses  have  been  made  to  all  substantive 
comments  presented  in  letters.  Substantive 
comments  were  considered  to  be  those  which 
addressed  either  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  the 
Draft  RMPA/EIS  or  the  merits  of  the  alternatives 
or  both.  The  responses  are  presented  adjacent  to 
the  comments  in  each  letter.  Any  additional 
letters  received  will  receive  full  consideration 
in  the  final  decision. 
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TABLE  3 
COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED 


Assigned  Number  In 

Order  of  Receipt Name  of  Commenter 


1*  USDA,  Soil  Conservation  Service 

2*  Charles  Dougher 

3  Department  of  Finance  and  Administration,  Budget 

Division,  Environmental  Improvement  Division 

4  .  Bureau  of  Mines,  Intermountain  Field  Operations 

Center 

5  Helen  M.  Barber 

6  USDA,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Alamogordo 

7  The  Nature  Conservancy 

8  State  Highway  and  Transportation  Department, 

Aviation  Division 

9  NMSU,  Department  of  Fishery  and  Wildlife 

Sciences 
10  USDA,  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 

Service,  Animal  Damage  Control  Program 
11*  Permits  West,  Inc. 

12  Patrick  N.  Smith 

13  NM  Department  of  Agriculture,  Division  of 

Agricultural  Programs  and  Resources 
14*  NMSU,  Department  of  Biology,  Jornada  Long  Term 

Ecological  Research  Program 
15  Zeno  W.  Wicks,  Jr. 

16*  NMSU  at  Alamogordo,  Science  Center 

17  Thomas  H.  Wootten 

18  Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 

19  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VI 
20*  National  Park  Service 

21  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish 

22  Southern  New  Mexico  Coalition  of  Conservation 

Organizations 

23  Kelly  Cranston 

24  Storm  Sermay 

25  New  Mexico  BLM  Wilderness  Coalition 

/  26 Roxanne  Gunter 

27  Office  of  Cultural  Affairs,  State  Historic 

Preservation  Office 

28  Karl  Kiser 

29  Commissioner  of  Public  Lands,  State  of 

New  Mexico 

30  Wilderness  Park  Museum,  City  of  El  Paso 

31  NM  Interstate  Stream  Commission 

32  Public  Health  Service,  Center  for  Disease 

Control 

33  Energy,  Minerals,  and  Natural  Resource 

Department,  State  of  New  Mexico 

34  Department  of  Air  Force,  Holloman 

35  James  L.  Graham 

36  Economic  Development  and  Tourism  Department 

Notes:   *   -  Indicates  letters  not  requiring  a  response. 

/   -  Comment  letters  below  the  line  were  received  after  the  comment 
period  closed. 
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IfJDepartmenl  of 
■'  Agriculture 


Soil 

Conservation 

Service 


517  Gold  Avenue,   s.W. 

Room  3301 

Albuquerque,  NM  87102-3157 


September  14,  1988 


Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquess  Street 
Las  Cruces,  NH  88005 


Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 


A  review  has  been  made  of  the  Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  McGregor  Range. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service, New  Mexico  State  Office  has  no  comments. 

Sincerely, 


^ 


Ray  Tf  Margo,  Jr.' 
State  Conservationist 


^\      The  Soil  Conservation  Service 
|f    V  is  en  agency  ot  Ihe 
>^^  United  Stales  [^panrntnl  o1  Agricuilure 


^ 


MHM 


Post  Office  Box  S68 
Santa  Fo,  Now  Mokico  B750'3-0S68 

ENVIRONHEKTAL  IHPROVEMENT  OIVISIOH 


GARREV  CARRUTMERS 
Gov»«-oor 

CARLA  L.  HUTH 
HICKAEL  J.  BURKHART 

□•OUCV  5«cr»c«r-y 


t€vt*ca:o 

HEALTH  «o  ENVIRONMENT 

OEPaAIMMT 


HEMORAHDUH 


TO;  Gedi    Cibas,   Program  Support  Bureau 

FROM:  Jim  Piatt,    Program  Manager,   Planning  Sect 

Quality  Bureu 


ion.   Surface  WatiTr    J'l/*^ 


SUBJECT:      White   Sands   Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Environmental 
Impact  Statement   for  McGregor  Range  EID  File   #:     423  ER 


DATE: 


September  28,  1988 


1  have  completed  my  review  of  the  McGregor  Range  EIS  and  have  the  following 
comments : 


3-1 


1.     The   preferred  alternative   (PA) 
land  open  to  leasables    (gas,  oil,   a 
land  open  to  salables   (stone,   sand 
time,  open  areas   for  vegetation  sal 
harvest).      Yet  the   PA  eliminates  de 
watershed  management   planning   for  t 
described  as   "...having  high  erosio 
and   air   (p  2-17).      Deletion  of  this 
containing  only  about   half  the  tota 
the  other   "Action"   alternative  woul 
greatest  cash   flow  through  various 
greatest  mitigation. 


would   result   in  the   greatest  amount  of 
nd   geothermal),   the   greatest  amount  of 

and   caliche),  and  would,    for  the   first 
es   area    (landscaping  plants  and   seed 
velopment  and  implementation  of 
he   38,500  acre  "Cockelbur"  area 
n  rates  due   to  soil   movement  by  water 

management    plan  results    in  the   PA 
1    land  area    under  a  management    plan  that 
d   have.      In  that  the  PA  results   in  the 
sales,   it  should  also  produce  the 


2       The   PA  lists   100,000  acres  open   for  leasables   and  287,360  acres  open 
3-2|for  salables  yet  lists  only  1  acre  per  issue  of  soil   disturbance   per  year. 
Not  very  1  ikely. 


3-3 


3.  The  lack  of  information  on  surface  and  water  quality  precludes 
determination  of  potential  impacts  of  land  use  activities. 


EQUAL  OPRORTUNtTY  EMPLOYER 


3-1  Under    the    Proposed    Plan     (see    Final     page    1),     the 

38,250-acre  Cockleburr  area  would  also  be 
included  for  the  development  of  a  watershed 
management  plan.  With  the  inclusion  of  the 
Cockleburr  area,  watershed  management  plans  would 
be  developed  for  a  total  of  86,450  acres  on 
McGregor  Range.  The  reason  for  the  acreage 
differences  among  alternatives  in  the  Draft  was 
to  provide  a  range  of  alternative  proposals  for 
analysis   purposes. 

The  Grapevine  and  El  Paso  Canyon  Areas  currently 
have  more  erosion  taking  place  than  the 
Cockleburr  area.  This  is  due  primarily  to 
differences  in  slope,  types  of  soil,  and  amount 
of  vegetation  ground  cover.  At  this  time,  the 
Grapevine  and  El  Paso  Canyon  areas  are  higher 
priority  for  the  development  and  implementation 
of       watershed       management       plans.  BLM       would 

continue   to  monitor  all   watershed   areas. 

3-2  Anticipated    sand    and    gravel     operations    will    most 

probably  occur  within  the  State  Road 
rights-of-way        or       old        pits.  Otero       County 

generally  applies  for  one  permit  every  5  years 
and  extracts  mineral  materials  only  for  periodic 
road  maintenance  on  State  Road  506.  No  major 
rebuilding  is  anticipated.  These  sites  seldom 
exceed   1    acre  in   size. 


M 


3-3 


Table  2-3  in  the  Draft  for  Leasable  Minerals 
lists  the  average  number  of 

permits/authorizations  per  year  and  a  total 
disturbance  per  action.  This  table  refers  to 
leasable  minerals  only.  These  figures  were 
derived  from  District  files  on  actual  oil  and  gas 
exploration  operations  and  averaged  from  smallest 
disturbance  to  largest  surface  disturbance. 
Current  and  past  use  indicates  less  than  one  well 
per  year  (if  any  will  be  applied  for)  and  less 
than  one  seismic  exploration  line  per  year  over  a 
20-year  time  period.  Again,  most  of  the  seismic 
work  is  anticipated  to  take  place  over  previously 
disturbed  areas   such  as   existing   roads. 

We  have  no  additional  information  on  surface  and 
water  quality  other  than  that  presented  on  Draft 
page  3-9.  Some  water  samples  have  been  taken  but 
no  data  are  available.  Groundwater  (water  from 
wells)  on  the  Mesa  is  suitable  for  human 
consumption.  Well  water  off  the  Mesa  tends  to 
have  more  minerals   content. 


3-5 


?1EMORAN0UM 
Gedi    Cibas 
September  28, 
Page  2 


1989 


14.  The  EIS  erroneously  asserts  that  differences  in  the  various 
alternatives  would  not  result  in  differences  in  impact  on  surface  or  ground 
water  qual  ity. 


5.  Management  will  result  in  a  decrease  in  ecological  condition  of 
approximately  4500  acres  under  any  of  the  proposed  management  alternatives 
(p  S-13,  2nd  column).  One  result  of  this  loss  is  stated  as  "This  would  be 
detrimental  to  T/E  species  including  any  future  recovery  efforts  for 
Aplomado  falcon".   Loss  of  resources  which  impact  threatened  or  endangered 
species  should  be  viewed  as  unacceptable. 


JP/mlt 


3-4  We  have  reviewed  the  document  and  have  not  found 
any  factors  which  would  result  in  a  significant 
difference  among  the  alternatives  in  impacts  on 
surface  or  groundwater  quality. 


3-5  The  purpose  of  identifying  these  impacts  is  to 
highlight  potential  problems  so  that  appropriate 
management  decisions  and  directions  can  be  made. 
However,  this  does  not  mean  that  BLM,  through 
this  Plan,  will  cause  the  demise  of  certain 
endangered  species.  In  the  case  of  Federally 
endangered  and  threatened  species,  BLM  must 
comply  with  certain  administrative  procedures, 
consultation  under  Section  7  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  with  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  (see  Draft  pages  2-7  and  2-8),  that  ensures 
the  existence  of  those  species  is  not 
jeopardized.  In  addition,  Section  7  requires 
that  BLM  carry  out  programs  for  the  conservation 
of  listed  species.  This  means  BLM  is  required  to 
manage  for  recovery  of  listed  species.  BLM  has 
some  flexibility  in  managing  certain  sensitive 
species  under  our  policy  (see  Draft  pages  2-7  and 
2-8)  to  allow  other  uses  of  public  land  to  occur 
so  long  as  they  don't  cause  decline  of  the 
species  and  subsequent  listing  by  FWS. 
Implementation  of  this  particular  decision  has 
occurred  since  1980.  The  impacts  mentioned  are 
tied  to  a  decision  being  carried  forward  from  the 
1980  McGregor  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  are  further  described  on  Draft  page 
4-3.  Further  implementation  of  this  decision 
will  be  based  on  site-specific  environmental 
analysis  which  will  address  the  impacts  of 
implementation  on  endangered  species  based  on  the 
management  direction  from  this  plan  and 
consultation  with  FWS  and  New  Mexico  Department 
of  Game  and  Fish. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

p.  O.  BOX  25086 

BUILDING  20.  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER.  COLORADO    80225 

Intennountain  Field  Operations  Center 


October  28,  1988 


Memorandum 


To: 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager,  White  Sands  Resource  Area 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1800  Marquess  Street 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 

From:     Chief,  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Subject:   Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  McGregor  Range,  Otero  County,  New  Mexico 

We  received  a  copy  of  the  above  draft  plan  amendment  and  DEIS  and  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  offer  our  comments  concerning  the  McGregor  Range.   Our 
remarks  pertain  to  the  management  of  mineral  resources  under  the  proposed  plan 
and  to  assessment  of  impacts  to  those  resources. 

The  section  on  Affected  Environment  (p.  3-3  through  3-7)  contains  a  good  review 
Of  affected  mineral  resources,  particularly  of  leasable  and  salable  minerals 
We  commend  the  BLH  for  its  policy  noted  on  page  2-2  to  make  mineral  resources 
available  "to  meet  National,  regional,  and  local  needs  for  domestic  and  defen- 
sive purposes"  in  accordance  with  both  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of 
1970  and  the  National  Materials  and  Minerals  Policy  Research  and  Development 
Act  of  1980.   By  choosing  Alternative  C  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  (the 
alternative  that  opens  the  roost  Range  acreage  to  mineral  leasing  and  sales), 
the  BLM  demonstrates  an  active  interest  in  opening  Range  lands  to  multiple  use 
and  mineral  activity. 

It  is  not  clear,  however,  why  so  little  of  the  McGregor  Range  is  being  opened 
to  leasable  and  salable  mineral  exploration  and  development  and  why  the  area 
IS  still  entirely  closed  for  mineral  location.   Under  Alternative  C  (pre- 
ferred alternative),  over  half  of  the  Range  remains  closed  to  salable  minerals 
disposal  and  only  16X  would  be  opened  to  oil,  gas.  or  geothermal  leasing 
Especially  disturbing  is  the  fact  that  Texaco  has  designated  the  entire  area 
as  one  having  excellent  potential  for  hydrocarbon  discovery  (p.  3-5).   Much  of 
the  area  containing  the  best  sand  and  gravel  and  stone  resources  also  remains 
closed.   Regarding  locatable  minerals,  the  report  includes  a  good  description 
of  the  gypsum  and  high-calcium  limestone  resources.   Other  locatable  mineral 


4-1  Locatable  minerals   would    remain   closed   due   to    the 

lack    of    control    the    BLM    and    the   Army    would    have 
on     potential     claimants     because     of     the     current 
structure   of    the   Mining   Law  of   1872.      The   geology 
of       McGregor       Range        is        not       favorable       for 
hydrothermal    mineral    deposition,    and    the    lack    of 
mining     claim     locations,     exploration     and     mining 
activity     in     areas     adjacent     to     the     Range,     and 
areas    geologically    similar   to    it   also   contributed 
to     this    decision.       The    mandatory    5-year     review 
required    by    Public     Law    99-606,     Section     12    was 
another      factor      considered.        A      5-year      review 
allows        BLM       to        continue        inventory,        await 
promulgation   of    regulations    that    the    law    requires 
for    unimpeded    and    safe    access,    and    await    better 
economic      conditions.         The      Army      cannot      allow 
uncontrolled       access       which       the       current       law 
provides      for      and      continue      to      have      a      safe, 
unimpeded     mission.        The      areas      selected      under 
different    alternatives    correspond    to    BLM    Mineral 
Potential     maps     and     areas     the    Army     accepted     as 
places     the     permitted     public     or     industry     could 
enter    and    not    impede    with    the    military    mission 
and  gain  entry   into  dudded  areas. 


ro 


Under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  if  an  area  is  open 
to  entry  a  prospector  enters  to  prospect  for 
minerals  prior  to  locating  a  discovery.  He/she 
may  prospect  by  either  geologic  assessment, 
magnetic  surveys,  chip  or  bag  sampling,  or 
various  types  of  prospecting  that  do  not  involve 
significant  surface  disturbance.  The  soonest  BLM 
would  know  about  the  discovery  would  be  upon 
recordation  at  the  Office  of  Record  (State 
Office).  The  local  office  would  know  about  it  if 
the  prospector  created  a  significant  disturbance 
to  warrant  a  Notice  or  Plan  of  Operations  under 
the  Surface  Management  Regulations  43  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  3809.  The  Army  can  not  have 
prospectors  wandering  about  McGregor  Range 
without  their  knowledge  for  security  and  safety 
reasons.  Under  the  Leasing  Law  of  1920  and  the 
Materials  Act  of  1947,  a  manager  has  the 
discretion  to  deny  or  modify  a  permit  or  use 
authorization.  Different  types  of  equipment  and 
personnel  requirements  may  also  determine  which 
actions  can  be  allowed  to  take  place  within 
certain  locations  on  the  Range. 
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occurrences,  however,  are  present  near  the  McGregor  Range  but  are  not  mentioned 
in  the  draft  document.  Although  it  is  not  known  whether  geologic  conditions 
favor  their  occurrence  on  the  Range,  they  should  also  be  noted  in  the  final 
document  along  with  their  potential  for  extending  onto  the  Range.  Placer  gold 
as  well  as  base  metal,  precious  metal,  and  iron  occurrences  present  in  skarn 
deposits  in  carbonate  rocks  occur  in  the  Orogrande  mining  district,  just  west 
of  the  Range.   Production  from  the  district  amounted  to  about  50,000  oz  silver, 
and  over  16,000  oz  gold.  Minor  production  of  precious  metals  also  occurred 
from  the  Wind  or  Cornudas  Mountains  east  of  the  Range,  near  the  U.S. -Mexico 
border.   This  area  is  also  a  known  locality  for  the  occurrence  of  zircon, 
uranium,  beryllium,  and  rare  earth  mineralization,  associated  with  syenitic 
intrusions.   In  the  Sacramento  Mountains  north  of  the  Range,  both  copper  and 
lead  have  been  intermittently  produced  from  'red  bed'  type  deposits  in  arkoses 
in  the  Permian  Abo  Formation.  Spotty  uranium  occurrences  on  Range  lands  (see 
uses  Hap  1-1327)  on  and  just  east  of  Otero  Mesa  also  are  not  mentioned. 

The  difficulty  in  assessing  mineral  resource  potential  in  the  McGregor  Range 
arises  from  scarcity  of  mineral  information  because  the  area  has  been  closed 
to  all  exploration  activity  for  the  past  thirty  years,  a  problem  that  would 
persist  if  most  of  the  Range  remains  closed  to  mineral  entry.   In  our  opinion 
the  congressional  Intent  of  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  (Appendix  A)  is' 
to  open  these  lands  to  multiple  use,  specifically  including  mineral  develop- 
ment, an  objective  we  believe  Is  only  tentatively  achieved  by  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  We  recommend  that  more  of  the  Range  be  opened  than  would  occur 
under  Alternative  C;  the  rationale  behind  limiting  mineral  exploration  and 
development  to  such  a  small  fraction  of  the  Range  is  unclear.   It  is  possible 
that  this  issue  could  be  partly  clarified  by  including  maps  of  areas  in  the 
Range  particularly  sensitive  to  the  military.  We  also  recorrmend  that  the 
final  document  include  percentages  of  the  total  Range  acreage  open  under  each 
alternative  be  included  in  the  'Summary  of  Alternatives'  chart,  and  a  map 
outlining  restrictions  pertinent  to  various  parts  of  the  Range  that  are  open 
to  mineral  location  or  sale.  Access  restrictions  should  be  made  clear  and 
discussed  in  the  sections  concerning  mineral  resource  impacts  by  alternative. 
If  the  access  restrictions  are  so  severe  that  mineral  exploration  is  virtually 
prohibited,  that  fact  should  be  included.   The  procedures  for  obtaining  access 
for  exploration  activities  should  also  be  included  in  any  discussions  of 
restrictions  on  mineral  entry  since  they  possibly  could  hamper  mineral  resource 
development. 


4-1    (con-     Thank   you   for   the   additional    information  you   have 
eluded)  provided    on    mineralization    adjacent    to    McGregor 

Range.  It  will  be  added  to  the  Mineral  Resource 
Inventory  for  the  area.  This  information  will 
also  be  used  during  our  mandatory  5-year  review 
period.  Possible  changes  in  the  military  mission 
are  also  anticipated  in  the  future,  thereby 
possibly  changing  some  of  the  acreages.  In 
addition  to  the  security  requirements,  safety 
requirements  in  dudded  areas  would  have  to  be 
addressed  and  clearances  conducted  prior  to  any 
major  changes  in  classified  maps  provided  for 
determination  of  areas   to  be  opened. 

Inclusion  of  maps  showing  sensitive  areas  may  not 
be  in  the  best  interest  of  our  Nation's  National 
securi  ty . 

Also  see  Draft  page  2-29,    Locatable  Minerals. 


P.O.    Box  3503 

Las   Cruces,    NM  88003-3503 

5  November  1988 


Mr.    P.    Robert  Alexander,   Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquess   Street 
Las   Cruces,    NM  88005 

Dear  Mr.   Alexander: 

In   respons    to   Draft:   White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment/Environmental    Impact   Statement:    McGregor   Range,    I  believe 
Alternative  B   represents    the  roost  desirable  course  of  action. 
Especially   important  are   the   following: 


5-1 


5-2 


5-3 


1)  Predator  populations  should  be  monitored 
predator  control. 


as  well  as 


2)  The  four  vegetation  study  sites  providing  valuable 
agricultural  information  in  reference  to  pristine  black 
gramma  grassland  should  be  designated  as  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  ^oncern. 

3)  Why  does  "Recreation"  on  Page  S-15  mention  only  access  for 
hunting?  Why  is  the  area  not  also  opened  to  birdwatchers? 

Sincerely , 


^t^^J2^   ^..j^^r-^'^-v^ 


Helen  M.    Barber 


ilMMMIi 


5-1       Under  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Final   page  7), 
predator  populations  would  be  monitored. 


5-2  Under  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Final  page  5),  the 
four  vegetation  study  sites  would  be  designated 
as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACEC). 

5-3  Controlled  public  access  for  hunting  is 
specifically  mentioned  because  it  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  Army  shut-down  periods. 
Under  Alternative  C,  Recreation,  (Draft  page  S-6 
and  Draft  page  2-28),  public  access  would  also 
occasionally  be  provided  for  other  controlled 
recreation  uses  consistent  with  the  Army 
mission.  These  other  controlled  recreation  uses 
such  as  sightseeing,  hiking,  picnicking,  bird 
watching,  photography,  wild  flower  viewing,  and 
camping  would  be  controlled  by  the  BLM  and  would 
adhere  to  Army  check-in  and  check-out 
requirements.  (Bi rdwatching,  photography,  and 
wild  flower  viewing  have  been  added  to  the  list 
of  examples  of  other  controlled  uses.)  This 
portion  of  Alternative  C  has  been  selected  for 
the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Final  page  8). 
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United  States 
Department  of 
Agr  i  c  u I ture 


Novemter   10,  1988 


Mr.  p.  Rcbert  Alexander 

Area  Manager,  White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico   SS005 

Dear  Itr .  Alexander: 


Several  grazins  units  show  heavy  utilization  and  none  or 
sli3ht  utilization.   These  units  appear  to  be  good 
candidates  to  cross-fence,  improve  water  distribution,  and 
divide  into  smaller  grazing  units. 

Smaller  grazing  units  would  be  mere  versitile  tc  manage. 
Some  smaller  units  could  reduce  the  grazing  impact  in  heavy 
use  areas.   Brush  control  such  as  prescribed  burning  would 
be  easier  to  undertake.   Smaller  units  would  more  closely 
complement  the  average  operating  unit  in  the  area.   This 
should  increase  the  number  of  bids  received  and  therefore 
the  bidding  price  increased  participation  by  area  ranchers 
would  also  have  a  positive  economic  impact  on  area 
bus  i  nesses . 

The  installation  of  water  developments  should  be  accelerated 
on  most  units.   Providing  shorter  traveling  distances  to 
water  would  increase  animal  performance  and  should  increase 
bidding  prices.   Additional  water  development  would  also 
have  a  positive  impact  on  wildlife. 


:er"e  I  y , 


^n^^^/ 


C.  Abercrombie 
District  Conservationist 

DCA/Jvh 


6-1       Livestock   grazing   was   covered   in  the   1980 

McGregor  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  decisions  for  livestock  grazing  have  been 

carried  forward   in   the  Continuing  Management 
Guidance  section  of  the  Draft  (see  Draft  Pages 

2-5  through  2-7).   This  Plan  does  not  change  the 
livestock  grazing  program. 


BLM  agrees  that  most  of  the  grazing  units  do  not 
exhibit  uniform  utilization  patterns.  This  is 
primarily  due  to  the  lack  of  sufficient  rangeland 
improvements  such  as  interior  fences  and  watering 
facilities.  It  is  possible  that  reducing  the 
size  of  the  grazing  units  could  result  in  an 
increase  in  interest  by  area  ranchers  and  bid 
prices.  Monies  collected  from  the  contracts  go 
back  directly  into  the  management  of  the  McGregor 
Range  grazing  area.  Money  left  over  after  paying 
for  administration  costs  and  maintenance  supplies 
goes  into  the  construction  of  new  rangeland 
improvements.  Low  bids  received  over  the  last  3 
years  have  resulted  in  little  or  no  money 
available  for  the  construction  of  new  rangeland 
improvements . 
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Novoiber  28,  1988  . 

Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
Htilte  Sands  Resotiroe  Area 
1800  Harquesse  St. 
I/ts  Cruoes,  IM  88005 

Dear  Mr,  Alexander: 

Itiank  you  far  par/ioin}  The  Nature  conservancy  with  a  ocpy  of  the 
Draft  Hhlte  Sanis  Rescuroe  Management  Plan  Ajnerclnient/BTvlrontental 
lupact  Statanent  for  the  McGregor  Range.     We  are  pleased  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  ocnnent 

Vie  appreciate  the  work  that  has  gone  into  this  document  and  the 
clarity  of  it.     In  particular,  the  suninaiy  of  idtexnatives 
presented  in  l^le  S-1  provides  good,  direct  understanding  of  the 
various  issues. 

The  Nature  Conservancy  oannends  ths  BUi  for  designating  the  four 
black  grama  grassland  study  areas  as  the  MoGregor  Black  Grama 
Grassland  ACBC  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.     We  also  applaud  Ft. 
Bliss,   D^^arbnent  of  the  Ann/,   for  supporting  cur  previous 
reocnniendaticn  to  designate  these  lands  for  protection  nanagenient. 
Ponrel  designation  of  the  four  areas  as  an  ACEC  will  insure  that 
these  sites  will  oorrtinue  to  provide  a  biological  benchmark  for 
researcii  en  the  best  known  exanples  of  unaltered  black  grama 
grzissland  comiunity  type.     Oontinuinj  research  on  the  blac^  grama 
grasslands  is  particularly  beneficial  because  of  the  eooncmic 
iiportance  of  this  ccniiunity  to  the  stock-growing  industry 
throiK^x»t  the  Southwest. 

He  si^fest  that  management  prescriptions  for  the  ACEC,   following 
the  existing  Coc^ierative  Agreement  between  the  B[M,  the  Array  and 
NKSU,  be  spelled  out  in  the  final  plan.     Prescriptions  should 
include  (1)  continue  to  exclude  livestock  from  the  ACBC  and  (2) 
Discourage  all  activities  which  will  cause  disturbance  to  the 
vegetative  cover  and  soil  surface  of  the  ACEC. 

Agedn,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ujniient  on  the  draft  plan. 

Sincerely, 


7-1  The  management  prescriptions  for  the  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  are  contained  in 
Appendix  F  of  the  Draft.  The  prescriptions 
include  (1)  continue  to  exclude  livestock  from 
the  study  sites  and  (2)  discourage  all  activities 
which  will  cause  disturbance  to  the  vegetation 
cover  and  soil  surface  of  the  study  sites. 


/y^^^yuui,..^^€-<tUL....-.^.^~-^ 


William  H.  Dunmire 
Public  Lands  Ooonlinator 
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STATE    OF    NEW   MEXICO 

HIGHWAY  MD  TRANSPORIATION  DEPARMNT 

AVIATION  DIVISION 
P .  O .  BOX  1 149 
SANTA  FE.   NEW  MEXICO    87504-1149 
505-827-0332 

November  23,  1988 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

Review  of  the  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Env  ronmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  completed  by  the  Aviation 
Division.  We  have  one  area  of  interest  that  concerns  the  White  Sands 
and  McGregor  Range. 

We  are  vitally  Interested  In  all  weather  air  access  from  Aiamogordo  to 
El  Paso  for  the  citizens  of  New  Mexico  and  the  Military  Services  At 
present  this  is  not  possible  because  there  Is  not  enough  airspace 
between  White  Sands  and  McGregor  Ranges  to  accommodate  the  14  mile 
wide  safety  zone  required  by  the  FAA. 

When  the  restricted  areas  were  first  set  up  in  the  1940's 
round-the-clock  all  weather  commercial  service  was  not  a 
consideration.  Since  that  time  commercial  air  service  has  become  the 
driving  transportation  system  for  passengers  and  high  priority  cargo 
and  cities  not  served  are  at  a  real  disadvantage  in  attracting  new 
business.  Because  there  has  not  been  an  all  weather  route  from 
Aiamogordo  to  El  Paso,  we  have  a  bottleneck  that  is  strangling 
economic  development.  It  becomes  Increasingly  difficult  to  entice 
airlines  or  new  business  to  serve  this  area  because  other  cities  offer 
better  air  transportation.  Unless  this  problem  is  solved  an 
important  part  of  our  state  will  not  be  in  a  position  to  complete  and 
grow.  Inadequate  air  service  to  Aiamogordo  adversely  effects  the 
surrounding  federal  and  military  community. 

We  feel  that  there  is  no  better  time  to  address  changes  to  these 
restricted  airspaces  to  allow  an  all-weather  route  from  Aiamogordo  to 
E  Paso.  We  further  consider  this  a  two-way  street  in  that  the 
M  litary  Services  may  need  changes  to  accommodate  their  changing 
mission.  We  would  like  to  meet  with  you  and  Range  authorities  prior 
to  the  Governors  Consistency  Review  to  explore  possibilities. 


Sincerely, 


Merrill   Goodwyn 
Director 

MG/GRL:sp 


iMH 


HMMMH 
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BLM's  management  programs  for  McGregor  Range  and 
public  use  of  the  Range  do  not  require  air 
traffic  control.  Therefore,  the  air  corridor 
requested  is  not  an  issue  addressed  in  the  Plan. 
Your  letter  has  been  forwarded  to  the  McGregor 
Range  Commander  at  Ft.  Bliss  for  appropriate 
action. 
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COLLEGE  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  HOME  ECONOMICS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISHERY  AND  WILDLIFE  SCIENCES 
P.O.  Box  30003,  Campus  Box  4901 
Las  Cruces.  New  Mexico  66003-0003 
Telephone  (505)  646-1S4il 


-tJtlCo 


November  30.  1988 


Mr.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Manager,  White  Sands/McGregor 

1800  Marquess 

Las  Cruces,  KM  88001 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

I  would  like  to  submit  these  written  comments  for  consideration  on  the 
White  Sands/McGregor  Range  Draft  RMP  Amendment/EIS . 


Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


Volney  W.  Howard,  Jr. 

Professor 

Wildlife  Science 


VWH/jw 
Enclosure 


1S86  Ct^iUi^uai  ee^ioUn    1988 


9-1 


Coaacnts  on  Uhitc  Sands/ncBregor  Range 

Draft  Rasourcc  Hanagaaant  Plan  Anandnant/ 

Envlronaantal  lapact  Statcaant 


General  Comnents  on  Proposed  Wildlife  nanagement  Practices 


Does  BLU  authority  extend  to  managing  population  numbers  by  allowing  or 
not  allowing  animals  to  be  taken  from  lands  managed  by  the  agency?   I 
thought  N.M.  Dept.  of  Game  S  Fish  has  authority  for  resident  species 
except  in  those  instances  b4iere  they  had  delegated  this  to  another  state 
agency. 


9-2 


9  3l 

9-5 


S.   HoH,  when,  how  often,  what  Methods,  etc.  does  BLM  plar-  to  use  in  order  to 
"monitor"  the  various  wildlife  populations?   These  sections  are  so  vague 
that  they  are  meaningless.  Casual  observations  by  BLH  employees  while 
they  are  on  the  areas  does  not  constitute  a  monitoring  program.   They  need 
set  criteria  for  how,  when,  where,  how  often,  how  much,  etc.  the 
monitoring  activities  will  be  done  so  that  comparisons  can  be  Made. 

Why  does  Alternative  B  provide  for  an  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat 
quality  on  B6,450  acres  while  Alternative  C  (preferred!  would  provide  for 
habitat  improvement  on  48,200  acres? 

Why  should  vegetation  sales,  which  are  detrimental  to  wildlife,  be  allowed 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (C)  and  not  under  Alternative  A  &  B? 

Finally,  this  document  speaks  to  new  planning  decisions,  goals,  objectives 
and  techniques  which  are  not  listed,  discussed,  or  explained  anywhere 
within  the  document  and  therefore,  cannot  be  supported,  debated  or 
refuted.   Basically  the  document  proposes  to  let  BLM  assume  authority  that 
it  legally  does  not  have  since  it  is  a  land  management  agency. 

If  these  activities  are  allowed  to  happen.  Alternative  B  appears  to  be 
better  overall  for  wildlife  than  is  Alternative  C. 


Specific  Page  Comments 


p.  5-57 


9-6 1 
9-7 1 
9  8| 

9-9 


(a) 
<b) 


(c) 


How  will  objective  (5)  be  accomplished? 

What  factors  will  be  evaluated  <3>  in  the  revision  of  the  existing 

Co-Use  Area  HMP  for  mule  deer? 

Under  the  proposed  Tularosa  Basin  HMP,  what  kind  of  measures  (3)  will 

be  developed  for  Arroyo  Riparian  habitats? 

As  regarding  "monitoring  studies"  for  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitats; 

what  systems  of  data  gathering  will  be  used  to  accomplish  (1),  (5), 

and  (3)? 


9-1  Policy  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
promulgated  from  the  mandates  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  is  to 
recognize  the  State  as  the  population  manager  and 
BLM  as  manager  of  wildlife  habitat.  However,  in 
a  practical  sense  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations  are  inseparable.  In  management 
activities,  a  little  of  each  leaks  over  into  the 
other.  FLPMA  defines  natural  resources  as 
including  recreation,  timber,  minerals, 
watershed,  wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural  scenic, 
scientific,  and  historical  values.  BLM  may  act, 
in  coordination  with  New  Mexico  Department  of 
Game  and  Fish  (NMOGF)  and  Ft.  Bliss,  to  close 
hunting  seasons  where  it  believes  natural 
resource  values  or  public  safety  are  at  risk. 
BLM  has  the  responsibility  to  analyze  all  uses  of 
public  land  for  consistency  with  multiple-use 
goals  and  objectives,  and  may  not  approve  those 
uses  which  are  inconsistent. 

This  Plan  seeks  to  solve  a  deadlock  between  NMDGF 
and  Ft.  Bliss  which  altered  hunting  seasons  and 
caused  changes  in  big  game  populations  which 
would  have  been  contrary  to  BLM  resource 
management  goals.  Population  goals  and 
objectives  were  discussed  and  developed  with  the 
NMDGF  Southeast  Area  Game  Manager  and  were 
acceptable  to  Ft.  Bliss.  The  intent  is  not  to 
preempt  NMDGF,  but  to  facilitate  wildlife 
management  and  recreation  on  McGregor  Range  while 
protecting  resource  values  as  required  by  FLPMA. 

9-2  Specific  monitoring  methods  will  be  developed 
after  the  selection  of  the  approved  RMP  Amendment 
for  McGregor  Range.  At  this  time,  no  specific 
monitoring  program  has  been  developed.  The 
program  will  be  developed  in  the  future. 

9-3  These  acreages  are  for  watershed  management 
plans.   Please  see  response  to  Comment  3-1. 


9-4  Arrangement  of  various  activities  within  the 
alternatives  progress  from  little 
management/public  use  to  intensive 
management/public  use.  Vegetation  sales  would 
naturally  fall  under  intensive  public  use. 

9-5  The  BLM  has  the  authority  to  promote  any  of  the 
wildlife  management  actions  specified  in  this 
document  in  cooperation  with  NMDGF  and  New  Mexico 
Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC)  Program.  Intensive 
inventories  of  wildlife  habitat  have  not  been 
completed  for  the  300,000  acres  of  McGregor  Range 
outside  of  the  grazing  units.  Although  the 
grazed  area  has  been  under  a  Habitat  Management 
Plan  (HMP)  since  1981,  BLM  believes  it  should  be 
reviewed  and  be  brought  up  to  date  with  observed 
needs.  The  document  is  written  from  the 
perspective  of  what  needs  to  be  done  based  on 
field  observation  and  involvement  with  management 
of  the  area  by  the  staff  biologist.  These 
concerns  would  be  more  appropriately  addressed 
during  the  preparation  of  the  activity  plans. 
Goals  and  objectives  are  presented  in  the  Draft 
for  review  by  the  public  and  other  agencies. 
Specific  techniques  are  omitted  because  they  have 
not  yet  been  determined. 


9-6  Since  public  access  to  McGregor  Range  is 
restricted,  trespass  enforcement  and  prohibition 
of  prairie  dog  control  can  be  instituted.  In 
addition,  BLM  and  Ft.  Bliss  are  the  only  two 
entities  which  may  authorize  prairie  dog  control 
on  the  Range.  Therefore,  a  BLM  planning  decision 
protecting  prairie  dogs  would  dictate  what 
actions  could  be  taken  by  BLM  or  with  BLM 
authorization  regarding  prairie  dogs.  The 
authority  for  designation  of  BLM  sensitive 
species  is  held  by  the  BLM  State  Director  in 
cooperation  with  the  State  and  with  a  nomination 
from  a  BLM  district  as  described  in  BLM  Manual 
6840. 


9-7  Factors  to  be  evaluated  will  be  determined  prior 
to  the  HMP  revision,  and  may  include  water 
availability,  browse  condition  and  availability, 
grazing  impacts,  other  surface  disturbances, 
access,  and  recreational  use  including  hunting. 

9-8  Those  measures  will  be  determined  upon  completion 
and  analysis  of  the  HMP  inventory. 

9-9  Those  studies  will  be  developed  during 
preparation  of  the  HMPs  for  McGregor  Range. 
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9-101 


9-11 


p.  3-52 


9-12 


9-13 


3-83 


9-14 


This  first  paragraph  has  several  statements  which  are  inconsistent 
and  some  number  which  are  probably  incorrect  if  the  goal  is  to 
provide  trophy  buck  hunting  while  maintaining  a  "healthy  habitat  and 
a  productive,  balanced  deer  population". 

The  antelope  herd  cannot  be  managed  the  same  way  as  the  mule  deer 
herd.   Similar  percentage  take  of  mature  trophy  bucks  will  not  allow 
for  a  continued  high  herd  number  and  a  similar  number  of  hunting 
opportunities  over  several  years. 


States  that  "exact  densities  are   unknown  and  no  population  indices 
are  available  for  coyotes";  so  how  does  the  BLM  propose  to  monitor, 
manage,  and  restrict  ADC  in  order  to  properly  maintain  a  coyote 
density  which  is  compatible  to  existing  wildlife  and  livestock  uses 
on  the  area? 


Scaled  Ouail  —  What  about  current  year's  spring  rainfall  as  it 
affects  early  green-up  and  breeding  success? 


Common  Ground  Dove  —  There  probably  are  more  of  these  birds  in 
downtown  Las  Cruces,  El  Paso  or  Alamogordo  than  will  ever  be  on 
McGregor  because  the  habitat  is  marginable  at  best. 


Tularosa  Black-tailed  Prairie  Dog  Studies  have  indicated  this  is 
a  tru>;  subspecies  and  it  has  been  delisted  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  from  TiE  status.   When  did  BLM  get  authority  to 
devise  its  own  list  of  TiE  species/subspecies? 


ti-lb,    'i-2'i 


9-15 


How  can  anyone  state  that  the  proposed  action  will  lead  to  less 
livestock  damage?   The  current  density  of  predators  is  unknown;  there 
are  no  known  system(s)  to  determine  coyote  density;  the  lag-time 
between  killing  and  determining  a  density  (if  it  were  possible)  would 
defeat  the  purpose  of  ADC,  which  is  to  remove  target  animals  in  a 
timely  manner;  and  the  BLM  has  neither  the  time,  manpower  nor 
authority  to  manage  resident  wildlife  populations.   This  authority 
lies  with  the  state  of  New  Mexico  and  has  been  delegated  specifically 
to  NMDA.   No  federal  agency  can    legally  be  arbitrary  and  capricious 
and  assume  powers  vested  with  the  state.   Legal  action  is  highly 
probable  if  the  BLM  attempts  to  assume  powers  which  the  federal 
Congress  has  given  (by  law)  to  the  state  or  another  federal  agency. 


9-10 


9-11 


9-12 


Confusion  exists  about  the  definition  of  large 
bucks  versus  trophy  bucks.  While  all  trophy 
bucks  are  large,  not  all  large  bucks  are 
trophies.  The  plan  only  specifies  large  bucks. 
BLM  believes  that,  while  the  population  may 
change  in  relation  to  the  type  and  amount  of 
hunting  pressure,  the  deer  hunts  can  be  conducted 
to  realign  the  population  toward  the  management 
goal.  This  is  the  purpose  for  establishment  of 
the  NMDGF  Deer  Model . 

While  NMDGF  would  allocate  pronghorn  antelope 
permits  based  on  40  percent  of  the  mature  bucks, 
the  hunt  would  be  for,  as  NMDGF  currently 
prescribes,  "either  sex"  and  "muzzle  loaders". 
The  inherent  lower  success  rate  and  division  of 
the  kill  between  bucks  and  does  would  serve  to 
maintain  the  current  structure  of  the 
population.  Currently  225  permits  are  drawn  for 
1,500  pronghorn  antelope  both  on  and  off  of 
McGregor.  Twenty-three  percent  (or  345  head)  of 
the  population  is  mature  bucks.  Forty  percent  of 
the  345  mature  bucks  totals  138  available  permits 
to  be  split  between  bucks  and  does  since  this  is 
an  either  sex  hunt.  Herd  reduction  hunts  for 
does  could  be  used  by  NMDGF  to  limit  herd 
expansion.  BLM  believes  this  will  achieve  the 
desired  goal  of  providing  large  bucks. 

Public  Law  99-606  directs  BLM  to  protect  wildlife 
and  wildlife  habitat  on  608,000  acres  of  McGregor 
Range.  BLM,  prior  to  Public  Law  99-606,  did  not 
have  management  responsibility  for  over  300,000 
acres  of  the  Range  and  little  data  is  available 
for  this  area.  As  BLM  interprets  Public  Law 
99-606,  BLM  is  now  required  to  ensure  that  all 
public/BLM  actions  on  the  Range  are  conducted  in 
an  ecologically  sound  manner.  BLM  will  have  to 
establish  and  build  a  database  in  cooperation 
with  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program,  NMDGF,  and  other 
experts  to  accomplish  this. 


u 

01 


9-13 


9-14 


9-15 


Spring  green-up  is  important  to  quail  breeding 
success.  However,  previous  year  green  material 
builds  vitamin  A  levels  that  affect  the  current 
year's  nesting  success  and  is  therefore  believed 
to  be  at  least  as  important  as  current  year's 
rainfall.  Current  year  rainfall  is  intended  to 
be  addressed  in  the  sentence  preceding  the 
statement  on  previous  year's  production. 


Recent  research  by  NMSU  has  resulted  in  further 
questions  to  be  answered  regarding  subspecific 
status  of  the  Otero  Mesa  population  of  prairie 
dogs.  This  population  has  never  been  listed  by 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  State  did 
have  them  listed  as  Group  II  endangered  and  were 
subsequently  delisted.  BLM  believes  further 
consideration  for  this  population  is  warranted, 
and  therefore  proposes  to  use  BLM  authority  on 
public  land  to  do  so.  Authority  for  designation 
as  such  is  stated  in  BLM  Manual  5840.  The 
purpose  of  this  process  is  to  avoid  a  later  need 
for  listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and 
to  support  resource  management  mandates  of  FLPMA. 

Please  see  responses  to  Comment  Letter  10  from 
the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  HEALTH  INSPECTION  SERVICE 

ANIMAL  DAMAGE  CONTROL  PROGRAM 

IN  COOKRATION  WtTM 

NEW  MEXICO  STATE  UNIVERSITY  ■  NEW  MEXICO  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

I030*  CANDCLARIA  HX 
ALBUQUERQUE.  NEW  MEXICO  87112 

December  h,    19B8 


P.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Manager,  White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico   8800S 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

Attached  are  our  comments  on  the  draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management 
Plan 'Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement  far    McGregor  Range. 
These  comments  are  related  only  to  the  animal  damage  control  aspects  of 
the  document . 

As  indicated  by  my  comments,  Alternative  A  is  the  only  acceptable 
approach  to  handling  animal  damage  control  as  far  as  the  New  Mexico  ADC 
Program  is  concerned.   Our  participation  in  conducting  control 
operations  under  the  frame  work  of  Alternative  B  or  C  would  be 
{questionable.   We,  the  agency  that  conducts  all  of  the  ADC  work,  were 
■not  previously  contacted  concerning  the  animal  damage  control  aspects 
lof  this  document.   If  our  position  is  not  clear  in  the  attached 
Icomments,  please  let  me  know. 


Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


V^'-vJm 


Gary  Lee  Nunley 
State  Director 


Attachment 


10-1  The  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  was  contacted 
regarding  portions  of  the  alternatives  during 
initial  phases  of  the  preparation  of  this 
document.  The  Las  Cruces  District  Office 
Wildlife  Biologist  discussed  the  withdrawal 
legislation  as  it  relates  to  ADC  with  the 
Las  Cruces  ADC  Program  supervisor. 
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New  Mexico  ADC  Program  Review  of  the  draft  White  Sands  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment /En vi ronmental  Impact  Statement  for 
McGregor  Range 
12-5-88 


The  draft  White  Bands  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment /Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  McGregor  Range 
addressed  three  al ternat i  ves  for  accompl ishment  of  predator  and 
other  animal  control  activities  on  the  site.  Alternative  A  would 
continue  to  conduct  predator  control  through  the  District  Animal 
Damage  Control  < ADC)  Plan  with  APHIS-ADC  thus  there  would  be  no 
change  in  the  present  approach.  Alternative  B  would  maintain  the 
same  approach  as  in  Alternative  A  but  add  the  requirement  that 
BLM  i  nventor y  and  moni  tor  populati  ons  of  predators,  etc.. 
Alternative  C  would  modify  the  ADC  Plan  to  manage  the  take  of 
target  species  based  on  BLM' s  analysis  of  the  population 
monitoring  and  inventory  data  collected. 

It  is  the  New  Mexico  Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC)  Program ' s 
position  that  BLM  does  not  have  the  authority  to  undertake 
Alternative  B  or  C  nor  would  the  activities  under  these 
Alternatives  provide  any  increased  benefit  to  either  wildlife, 
range,  or  livestock  resources.  Alternative  C  would  certainly 
result  in  increased  livestock  losses  on  and  off  McGregor  Range. 


BLM 'S   interpretation   of   th 
under  Public  Law  99-fc06,  for 
McGregor   Range   i  s   ne  i  ther 
3<a)<2)  of  this  law  indicates 
other   animals   may   be   perm 
applicable  laws  and  Executive 
the  applicable  laws  are  those 
below.   These  give  the  New  Me 
and  mandate   to  manage  preda 
jurisdiction,  on  Public  Lands 
cooperative  agency  and  in  sec 
Laws.   There  is  no  bas is   to 
intended  to   give  additional 
this  area,       when  another   agen 
federal  legislative   mandate 
ADC  with  the  appropriate  auth 
and  to   conduct  animal   damag 
both  public  and  private  1 ands 
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If  BLM's  inter pretation  of  this  section  of  the  law  allows  for 
their  having  increased  authority  in  the  area  of  animal  damage 
control  management ,  then  this  i  nterpretat  ion  must  also  i  ncr ease 
their  authority  in  the  area  of  game  and  wildlife  manaqemen t  as 
presently  carried  out  by  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
Fish.  These  game  management  activities  are  covered  in  the  same 
section  of  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawl   Act  (Section   3(a)(2)  as 

1 


10-2  Alternative  C  has  been  modified  to  conform  with 
the  National  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 
between  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service  (APHIS)  and  BLM.  (See  Revised  Draft  page 
2-27,  Final  page  110.)  All  other  proposals  in 
the  al  ternati  ves  wi  1 1  remai  n  the  same . 
Al  ternati ve  C  has  been  selected  as  the  Proposed 
Plan  for  wildlife  management  (see  Final  page  5). 

The  BLM  is  not  asserting  that  Public  Law  99-606 
gives  addi  ti  onal  authori  ty  for  wi 1 dl i  f e 
management  wi  th  regard  to  State  responsi  bi 1 i  ty . 
However,  the  law  does  provide  additional 
responsibility  for  wildl ife  population  and 
habitat  management  with  regard  to  the  Army's  and 
publ  1  c '  s  use  of  the  Range .  BLM  retai  ns 
authori  ty ,  under  FLPMA,  to  determi  ne  how  1  and 
under  i  ts  admi  ni  strati  on  wi 1 1  be  used  and  to 
conduct  i  nventori  es  and  moni  tori  ng  s tudi  es  on 
various  wildlife  species  under  State  jurisdiction 
and  within  the  framework  of  State  law.  As  such, 
it  appears  that  FLPMA  and  the  ADC  Act  carry  equal 
weight. 

The  National  level  MOU  signed  on  August  17,  1987 
specifies  the  following  conditions  and 
understandings: 

"Section  4 

A.  BLM  is  responsible  for  the 
management  of  lands  under  i  ts 
jurisdiction,  including  the 

identification  of  how  these  lands 
are  to  be  used  and  the  establishment 
or  authori  zati  on  of  such  management 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to 
accompl ish  land  and  resource 

management  objectives.  This 

includes  a  determination  as  to 
whether  ADC  practices  are  compatible 
with   other  multiple-use  objectives. 


00. 


B.  APHIS  is  responsible,  under  the 
Animal  Damage  Control  Act  of  March 
2,  1931,  as  amended,  for  evaluating 
and  determining  ADC  control 
techniques  to  be  employed  and  for 
conducting  forest  and  range  animal 
damage  research. 

C.  All  programs  for  controlling 
resident  wildlife  on  BLM  lands  will 
be  developed  and  conducted  in 
coordination  with  the  appropriate 
State  agency. 


Section  5 

(A)(5)  BLM  and  APHIS  mutually  agree 
to  ensure  an  expeditious  response  to 
livestock  damage  problems,  in  part, 
by  requiring  livestock  operators  to 
submit  requests  for  predator  control 
services  directly  to  APHIS  who  will 
then  confer  with  BLM  on  this  request 
and  verify  the  need  for  control 
action. 

(B)(1)(a)  BLM  agrees  to  determine 
whether  ADC  will  be  authorized  on 

its 


the 

public 

lands 

under 

stewardship." 
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are  the  animal  damage  management  statements.  Is  BLM  interpreting 
that  they  have  the  authority  to  supercede  the  New  Mexico 
Depar  tment  of  Same  and  Fish  i  n  matters  of  wildlife  management  on 
McGregor  Range?  In  not,  then  why  would  BLM ' s  interpretation  of 
authority  relative  to  game  management  be  any  different  than  their 
i  ntrepretat  ion  of  authority  relat  i ve  to  predator  management  when 
the  language  in  Section  3(a  > (E)  of  the  ACT  is  identical?  Is  BLM 
capriciously  trying  to  reduce  animal  damage  control  activities  on 
BLM  administered  lands  because  they  find  this  acti vi  ty 
undesi  rab  2e? 


The  New  Mexico  Animal  Dama 
program  between  the  Ani  ma  1 
S.  Department  of  Agricultu 
Inspection   Service   (APHI 
Agriculture  <NMDA>  within 
(NMSU).    The  program   is 
coordination  with  the  New 
New  Mexico   ADC  Program   ( 
same  regardless  of  whether 
outside  of   the  grazing  ar 
the  statement  made  on  page 
either  area,   the  New  Mexi 
the  control  activities. 


ge   Control   Program   is   a  cooper at  i ve 

Damage  Control  Program  (ADC)  of  the  U. 

re's   (USDA)  Animal ,   Plant,  and  Health 

S )   and   the   New   Mex  i  co  Depar  tment  of 

the  New  Mexico   State  University  System 

supervised  by  USDA-APHIS-ADC  with  close 

Mexico  Department  of  Agriculture.    The 

USDA-APHIS-ADC/NMSU-NMDA)  functions  the 

operating  within   the  grazing   area  or 

ea  of  McGregor  Range  which  differs  from 

S-5   <Table  S-1 ,   Alternative  A).    In 

CO  ADC  Program  coordinates  and  conducts 


It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  BLM  does  not  fund  in  any  way 
Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC)  activities  on  any  lands  for  the 
protection  of  1 ivestock .  If  the  1 ivestock  producers  of  Dtero 
County  were  not  providing  local  funding,  then  the  New  Mexico  ADC 
Program  would  not  be  conduct  i  ng  control  activities  on  McGregor 
Range . 

Pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.A. ,  Sections  4E6-4E6b  (Animal  Damage  Control 
Act  of  1931)  USDA-APHIS-ADC  is  authorized  as  follows: 


The  Secretary  of 
to  conduct  such 
as   he   may   dee: 

demonstrate ,  and 
er  ad  i  ca t  i  on,  sup 
national  forests 
as  wel 1  as  on  St 
1 ands  of  mount a  i 
prairie  dogs,  go 
and  other  ani  ma  1 
horticulture,  fo 
animals,  fur-bea 
protection  of  st 
the  suppression 
other  wild  anima 
destruction  or  c 
in  carrying  out 


Agr iculture  is  author! zed  and  direc ted 
investigations,  experiments,  and  tests 
necessary   in   order   to   determine, 
promulgate  the  best  methods  of 
pression,  or  bringing  under  control  on 
,  and  other  areas  of  the  publ ic  domain 
ate,  Territory,  or  privately  owned 
n  lions,  wolves,  coyotes,  bobcats, 
phers ,  ground  squirrels,  jack  rabbits, 
s  injurious  to  agriculture, 
restry,  animal  husbandry,  wild  game 
ring  animals,  and  birds,   and  for  the 
DC k  and  other  domes t  ic  animals  through 
of  rabies  and  tu laremi a  in  predatory  or 
Is ;  and  to  conduct  campaigns  for  the 
ontrol  of  such  animals :   Provi  ded ,  That 
the  provi si  ons  of  this  sect  ion  the 


10-4  References  to  APHIS  and  New  Mexico  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  page  S-5  have  been  changed  to  New 
Mexico  ADC  Program. 
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Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  cooperate  with  States, 
individuals,  and  public  and  private  agencies, 
organizations,  and  institutions. 

,-   i.-     -7-7  1=;  1  throuah  77-15-5  NMSA  197B  authorizes  the  State 

game  coLtssion  to  administer  act,  rules  and  regulations)  which 

states! 

The  state  game  commission  is  authorized  and  directed 
lo  admtnister  the  provisions  of  Sections  17-5-1  through 
17_5_9  NMSA  197B,  and  to  make  such  rules  and 
regulations  and  establish  such  service  as  i t  may  deem 
necessary  to  carry  out  all  the  provisions  and  purposes 
of  those  sections.   In  making  such  rules  and 
regulations  and  providing  when  and  by  what  means  fur 
bearing  animals  may  be  hunted,  taken,  captured, 
possessed  or  killed,  the  state  game  commission  ^^aU 
give  due  regard  to  the  zones  of  temperatures  and  to  the 
distribution,  abundance,  economic  value  and  breeding 
habits  of  such  animals.   Provided,  nothing  in  Sections 
■  ,-7-R-i  thrni.nh  17-5-9  NMSA  1978  Shall  interfere  with 
^K,.  ;.„tharitv  n-.n^-^  ^o  thP  pr  es  i  dent  ^7^  New  ^^^"-^5-   _ 
HTTT^u.w.r^itv  unH.r  S.rtions  77-1-i-l  thro.Tqh  -77-15-5 
NMSA  197B.  or  shall  prevent  livestock  producers  without 
a  permit  from  the  taking  of  bobcats  that  are  doing 
damage  to  livestock. 
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New  Mexico  ADC  Program  has  legislated  authority 
control  activities  on  Federal  lands  when  it  is 
s  that  are  under  its  jurisdiction.   The  coyote, 
ivestock  predator  on  McGregor  Range  is  one  of 

Neither  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and 
s  jurisdiction  over  the  coyote  or  the  New  Mexico 
,e  New  Mexico  ADC  Program's  authority  is  not 
ecognized  by  BLM  throughout  this  document.   It  is 

BLM,  since  no  official  contact  was  made,  that  the 
Program  would  conduct  control  activities  within 
f  Alternatives  B  and  C. 


Due  to  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program's  State  and  Federal  ^"^^ling 
legislation  and  cooperative  nature,  the  ADC  Agency  carri-^s  the 
authority  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico  in  the  animal  damage 
management  aspects  of  the  species  under  its  jurisdiction    This 
includes  when,  where,  and  how  the  specific  =P^^ '^= .  ^7^*°  ^^^^„^ 
controlled  by  the  Program  for  the  P-°t^^*^°"  °^  P^^"^^^/"  no 
such  as  privately  owned  livestock  on  public  lands.   This  is  no 
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more  ttian    the  flexibilities  provided  the  New  Mexico  Department  of 
Game  and  Fish  for  the  species  and  types  of  management  for  which 
it  has  legislated  authority. 


In  the  ADC  related  sections  of  Alternatives  B  and  C  throughout 
this  document,  BLM  is  attempting  to  manage  resident  wildlife  by 
managing  ADC's  activities  in  regards  to  when,  where,  how,  and  if 
control  operations  will  take  place.   ELM,  a  federal  land 
management  agency,  does  not  have  this  authority  by  the  obvious 
absence  of  any  legislative  mandate  and  as  stated  in  its  own 
publication.  Fish  and  Wildlife  500Q.  a  Plan  for  the  Future; 

The  BLM,  as  the  manager  of  the  public  land,  has  a  broad 
responsibility  to  the  public  to  maintain  and  improve 
the  habitat  or  "home"  for  wildlife.   But,  except  in 
special  cases,  the  responsibility  for  managing  the 
wildlife  itself  traditionally  rests  with  the  individual 
state.   There  are  exceptions.   Marine  mammals, 
migratory  birds,  and  the  federally  listed  threatened 
and  endangered  (T/E)  species  have  become,  at  least  in 
part,  the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government. 

BLM ' s  habitat  management  role  is  further  supported  by  the  MOU 
between  BLM  and  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  which 
in  part  states: 

WHEREAS,  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  the 
New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  as  the  agent 
acting  pursuant  to  and  under  the  authority  of  the  State 
Game  Commission,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Department,  is  responsible  for  Establishing  broad 
policies  and  long-range  programs  for  the  protection, 
propagation,  restoration,  transplanting,  introduction 
and  management  of  wildlife  as  defined  under  New  Mexico 
legislative  statues,  1978  annotated,  1953  compilation. 

WHEREAS,  the  Bureau,  under  the  laws  of  Congress  and 
regulations  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  is 
responsible  for  maintaining  habitat  conditions 
conducive  to  providing  optimum  populations  of  wildlife 
on  THE  Public  Lands,  as  determined  through  Bureau,  and 
Department  planning,  procedure  and  compatible  with 
other  recognized  uses  of  THE  Public  Lands  concerned; 

IThis  MOU  is  cited  in  the  subject  draft  document  to  be  the 
framework  in  which  the  protection  of  wildlife  and  wildlife 
habitat  is  to  be  accomplished.   Thus  it  is  assumed  that  BLM  is 
not  interpreting  that  they  have  a  greater  authority  and 


10-5  The  BLM/NMDGF  Master  MOU  is  the  management 
framework  for  game  management  on  McGregor. 
However,  as  stated  in  the  response  to  Comnent 
10-2  BLM  has  the  same  responsibilities  under 
FLPMA  to  determine  whether  state  game  management 
is  consistent  with  multiple-use  management  of 
public  land.  A  new  MOU  with  NMDGF  for  management 
of  McGregor  is  necessary. 
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responsibility  in  this  area  than  on  other  BLM  administered  lands. 
If  this  is  the  case,  then  it  would  be  inappropr  iate  for  BLM  to 
assume  that  they  have  additional  responsibilities  in  the  area  of 
animal  damage  control  which  negates  the  authorities  given  the  New 
Mexico  ADC  Program. 


Under  Alternative  S.  BLM  would  conduct  inventories  and  monitor 
populations  of  predators  and  other  potent ially  destruct  ive 
animals  as  a  data  base  for  understanding  the  impacts  of  animal 
damage  control However ,  population  monitori  no  data  for 


predators  and  other  destructive  species  would  not  be  used  to 
prescribe  ADC  actions. 

The  ADC  Program  utilizes  field  observations  of  coyotes,  coyote 
sign,  type  and  location  of  livestock  to  be  protected,  verified 
and  reported  livestock  and  game  losses  to  determine  the  control 
strategy  to  be  implemented  according  to  the  resources  available, 
USD(=1-APHIS-ADC,  through  our  Denver  Wildlife  Research  Center,  is 
and  has  conducted  numerous  research  stud  ies  on  predator  prey 
relationships,  predator  ecology,  effectiveness  of  control 
techniques,  effects  of  control  on  nontarget  species,  etc. 
All  of  this  information  is  utilized  to  the  extent  that  is 
realistically  possible. 

IWhi le  it  may  sound  very  professional  to  the  layman  to  state  that 
predator  populations  will  be  monitored,  etc.,  but  is  it  already 
being  done  to  the  extent  necessary,  is  it  realistic,  what 
methodology  wou Id  be  utilized  and  who  will  pick  up  the  cost? 
There  is  no  single  method  that  is  generally  accepted  as  being 
consistently  accurate  and  reliable  and  none  provide  an  accurate 
total  count  of  coyotes  over  a  wide  Brea.        The  ADC  Program 
conducted  scent-post  surveys  for  years  to  supposedly  monitor 
coyote  population  trends.   However,  it  was  discontinued  because 
it  did  not  provide  management  with  usef u 1  data . 


With  the  many  variable  and 
dynamics  it  would  be  very  d 
monitor  coyote  population  1 
Range  where  ADC  work  might 
program  of  moni  tori  ng  woul d 
practical  to  commence  mon  i  t 
work  was  received.   Commenc 
request  for  assistance  was 
activities  to  the  extent  of 
moni  tori  ng  program  concur re 
separating  out  the  effects 
population  dynami  cs  i  mposs  i 
population  information  prio 
be  made  relative  to  the  eff' 
separate  out  the  effects  of 


unknowns  involved  in  coyote  population 
ifficult,  and  expensive,  to  adequately 
evels  in  the  many  diverse  areas  of  the 
be  requested.   Certainly  an  ongo  i  ng 

have  to  exist  as  it  woul d  not  be 
oring  after  the  request  for  control 
ing  the  monitoring  program  after  the 
received  would  delay  control 

uselessness.   Commencing  the 
nt  with  ADC  activity  wou Id  make 
of  the  ADC  activity  from  natural 
ble.   There  must  be  baseline 
r  to  the  ADC  work  or  no  inferences  can 
ec t  ADC  has  had  on  the  population.   To 

control  versus  non— contro 1  with  all 


10-5  BLM  has  the  responsibili  ty  and  is  obi  i gated  by 
FLPMA  to  monitor  wildlife  and  .use  monitoring  data 
to  make  informed  decisions  regarding  wildlife 
management  on  public  land.  The  BLM  realizes  that 
the  proposed  studies  will  be  difficult  to 
conduct;  however,  they  are  necessary  to  be  able 
to  respond  to  concerns  regarding  the  ecologic 
implications  of  approving  ADC  or  other  actions  on 
McGregor  Range.  The  cost  of  moni  toring  could  be 
covered  by  the  BLM;  however,  there  i s  provi sion 
in  the  MOD  to  coordinate  with  and  request  APHIS 
to  conduct  studies. 
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the  extraneous  factors  existing  in  an  area  as  large  and  variable 
as  is  McGregor  Range  would»  in  it self,  constitute  a  major 
research  effort.   Certainly  such  a  project  would  require  the 
monitoring  of  areas  of  control  versus  non-control,  all  other 
aspects  being  similar  tie  both  grazed,  both  of  similar  terrain, 
both  having  similar  histories,  etc.). 


Whi le  NM-ADC  would  be  cooper at  i v 
activities  there  would  be  no  way 
privately  conducted  activities  s 
calling,  or  privately  conducted 
such  information  could  be  estima 
represent  only  the  time  period  o 
examined.   L^i  th  no  knowledge  of 
levels  there  would  be  no  way  of 
influx  and  its  effect  on  the  fut 
could  be  made.   AS  ADC  responds 
application  of  control,  the  area 
conducted  are  not  always  predict 
for.   If  BLM  can  not  predict  whe 
ADC  activities,  and  it  is  unreal 
monitoring  the  entire  Range,  the 
would  be  required.   Such  a  proje 
wor  th . 
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A  further  confounding  aspect  is  that  livestock  depredation 
problems  frequently  occur  in  areas  of  relatively  low  coyote 
densities.   Would  the  low  density  level  of  the  coyote  population 
require  the  accep  tance  of  resource  loss?   Also,  the  lag  time 
between  the  moni  toring  studies,  analysis  of  data,  and  the 
determination  of  control  application  is  unacceptable  when  losses 
are  ongo  i  ng .   Inserti  ng  economi  cs  into  the  f ormu  i  a  wou Id  be 
extremely  difficult  since  the  agency  would  be,  at  times, 
dictating  that  livestock  producers  be  able  to  demonstrate  the 
loss  of  a  certain  amount  of  livestock  before  justifying  control 
work.   A  large  but  undetermined  percentage  of  resource  loss  is   ' 
not  demonstrable  as  predator  related;  it  is  missing  and  can  not 
be  examined.   Will  the  coyote  be  considered  innocent  until 
sufficient  evidence  is  located  to  prove  it  guilty  of  sufficient 
levels  of  predation?   How  much  loss  must  agricultural  producers 
be  expected  to  suffer  before  assistance  is  authorized? 

Al ternat  ive  B  indicates  that  monitori  ng  data  would  no  t  be  used  to 
prescribe  ADC  activities-   However,  this  Alternative  under 
livestock  grazing  (page  S-12)  indicates  that  predator  populations 
would  be  monitoredand  kept  at  a  level  so  as  to  avoid  excessive 
livestock  losses.    This  is  in  conflict  with  other  statements 
made  in  this  plan.   There  is  also  a  major  problem  of  defining 
excessive  livestock  losses.   Who  is  to  determine  what  acceptable 
livestock  losses  are  and  will  the  livestock  producer  be 
compensa ted  for  any  losses  that  he  suffers  under  this  philosophy. 
Is  this  a  violation  of  Presidential  Executive  Order  12630, 


10-7  Due  to  the  strict  access  requirements  imposed  by 
Ft.  Bli  ss,  all  public  use  would  be  approved  by 
the  Army  and  BLM.  These  requi  rements  include 
noti  fi cation  prior  to  and  following  entrance  of 
McGregor  Range.  Therefore,  BLM  could  institute 
reporti  ng  requi  rements  for  al  1  authori  2ed 
wildlife  activities  on  McGregor  Range. 

10-8  BLM  has  the  legal  responsibility  to  manage 
multiple-use  resources  on  public  land.  BLM  must 
weigh  the  pros  and  cons  of  a  multitude  of 
VI  ewpoi  nts  and  come  up  wi  th  a  method  to  manage 
public  land  for  the  future,  not  necessarily  the 
short-term  benefit  of  the  country.  Economics  may 
be  only  one  of  a  number  of  deciding  factors. 

10-9  Alternative  B  proposes  continuance  of  the 
existing  ADC  program  plus  monitoring  of  predators 
by  BLM.  Paragraph  3  on  Draft  page  2-21  is 
Al ternat ive  C,  It  was  erroneously  placed  under 
Alternative  B.  (See  Modifications  and 
Corrections  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page 
105. )  Moni  toring  data  collected  under 
Al  ternat  ive  B  would  not  be  used  to  influence  the 
ADC  program.  The  statement  regarding  excessive 
1 ivestock  losses  was  meant  to  describe  the 
current  ADC  program  and  would  be  run  by  APHIS, 
not  by  BLM.  For  Alternative  C,  environmental 
priori  ties  will  have  to  be  weighed  to  determine 
whether  impacts  on  livestock  operators  takes 
precedence.  Executive  Order  12630,  within  its 
defini  tion  section,  excluded  appl icabil  i  ty  of  the 
order  to  properties  held  in  trust  by  the  United 
States,  such  as  the  public  land  managed  by  the 
BLM. 
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O iGovernmental  Actions  and  Interference  With  Const i tut ional ly 
-H-lProtected  Property  Rights?   This  E.O.  prohibits  any  Federal 
0>  I  Agency  ■from  promulgating  regulations  that  allow  the  taking  of 
o|p'"i^3te  property  without  due  compensation. 

■^ 

USDA-APHIS-ADC  has  the  authority,  expertise,  resources  and 
personnel  to  determine  the  need,  timing,  location,  and  type  of 
tools  necessary  to  handle  the  protection  of  livestock  resources 
within  and  adjacent  to  McGregor  Range. 


Alternative  B  also  indicates  that,  The  plan  would  be  prepared  by 
APHIS  in  coordination  with  NMDGF  based  on  information  provided  by 
BUM  for  instances  of  ver  if ied  economic  loss  or  resource  damage. 


The  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  does  not  come  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  NMDGF  when  conducting  its  coyote  control  operations.   The 
NMDGF  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  coyotes. 

(Livestock  producers  should  come  to  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program 
with  their  loss  comp laints  rather  than  to  BLM.   Experience  has 
shown  that  a  much  quicker  and  effective  response  will  be  provided 
to  the  producer  if  complaints  and  requests  go  directly  to  ADC. 

The  mission  of  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  is  not  only  to  stop 
economic  loss  for  livestock  producers  through  corrective  control 
but  also  to  prevent  such  loss,  if  through  our  experience,  we 
determine  that  it  is  feasible  and  effective  to  do  so .   There  are 
many  areas  where  we  conduct  preventative  and  buffer  control  which 
doesn't  necessitate  annual  ver  if ied  losses  before  operations  are 
c  onduc ted . 
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ve  control  operations  in  calving  areas  with 
e  populations  is  certainly  justified  without 

producer  to  lose  expensive  livestock  for 

to  be  compensated.   Buffer  control  is  also 
at  is  utilised  to  prevent  the  infiltration 

production  areas  such  as  those  that  are 

This  is  a  critical  requirement  if  we  are 
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10-10  NMDGF   does    have   jurisdiction    over   mountain    lions 

and  other  game  animals  that  are  predators. 
Predatory  game  animals  could  be  addressed  in  the 
ADC  plan.  In  addition,  NMDGF  would  be  involved 
in  the  ADC  plan  since  the  control  of  predators 
affects  game  populations. 

10-11  Please  see  response  to  Comment  10-2. 

10-12  It   is    not    the   intent   of    this    Plan    to    specify   ADC 

techniques  which  may  apply  in  specific  cases. 
Buffer  areas  can  be  addressed  through  either  the 
annual  plan,  the  Statewide  ADC  MOD,  or  a  separate 
ADC  MOD  for  McGregor. 
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function  of  those  species  within  the  ecosystem  and  how  they 
relate  to  the  ma  intenance  of  the  desi  red  habitat  or  range 
conditions  and  other  resource  use  would  be  considered,  in 
addition  to  livestock,  game  or  ranqeland  losses^  in  deciding 
whether  to  authorize  ADC  operations.   Under  this  alternative,  the 
ft DC  p 1  an  woul d  be  mod  i  f  i  ed  to  manage  the  take  of  target  spec  i  es 
<with  consideration  for  protection  of  non-t arqe t  spec  i  es  and  the 
use  of  humane  methods)  and  to  establish  public  safety  zones. 

The  document  further  states  (page  A-26)  that  Peop le  who  are 
against  predator  control  would  probably  favor  this  alternative 
because  BLn  would  have  more  command  over  predator  control,  which 
would  reguire  the  elimination  of  predators  to  be  evaluated 
thorough ly  before  any  action  was  taken.   Plus  this  al ternat  i  ve 
wou Id  consider  the  protection  of  non— target  spec  i  es  and  pub  1  i  c 
safety  zones .   There  are  people  in  favor  of  predator  control  who 
are  likely  to  be  against  this  alternative  because  it  would  slow 
down  the  process  due  to  the  proposed  analysis^ 

This  Alternative  inappropriately  puts  BLM  into  full  scale 
predator  management  and  research  for  wh  ich  they  do  not  have  the 
authority  nor  the  expertise.   It  indicates  that  ADC  would  be  a 
tool  of  BLM  for  achieving  specific  resource  goals.   The  document 
i  ncorrec  t 1 y  i  nf ers  that  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  presently  has 
no  consideration  for  the  protection  of  non-target  species,  the 
use  of  humane  methods,  or  public  safety.   Analysis  of  all  of  our 
predator  control  methods,  strategies  and  realistic  and  many  t  i  mes 
very  positive  impac  ts  upon  nontarget  spec  i  es  »  game  spec  i  es ,  etc .  , 
has  been  documented  in  ADC's  Programmatic  EI5.   Research  of  many 
of  these  aspects  srs    being  continually  conducted  by  our  Denver 
Wi Idl ife  Research  Center  with  the  resul ts  given  to  the 
Operat  ional  Program  for  appropriate  consideration  and  program 
ad  jus tment s  and  improvements  where  necessary. 

This  section  also  indicates  that  APHIS  will  conduct  all  control 
activities.   If  this  Alternative  is  selected  and  BLM  is  taking 
over  ADC  management  on  this  site,  then  BLM  should  fund  all  ADC 
oper a  t  ions  on  McGregor  Range .   Th  is  Alternative  wou Id  result  in  a 
much  less  effective  program,  analysis  for  analysis  sake  with 
equ  ivocal  results,  a  much  slower  processing  system,  and  a 
conflict  with  the  authorities  provided  the  New  Mexico  ADC 
Program .   If  BLM  is  goi  ng  to  use  ADC  as  their  "tool"  then  they 
need  to  pay  the  total  cost  and  not  the  livestock  producers  who 
may  suffer  greater  livestock  losses  due  to  the  selection  of 
Alternative  C. 

Due  to  conflicts  with  ADC  authorities  and  the  need  to  have  an 
effective  ADC  mechani  sm ,  Alternative  A  is  the  recommended 
alternative  for  the  animal  damage  contro 1  a spec  ts  of  this  draft 
document . 


10-13  None  of  the  alternatives  are  proposing  taking 
over  the  ADC  program  on  McGregor.  All 
alternatives  would  require  BLM  to  pay  for  its  own 
ADC  requests  as  has  been  done  in  the  past. 
Addi  t ional  concerns  of  livestock  producers  off 
the  Range  would  be  taken  into  consideration  when 
proposing  management  changes  as  requi  red  by 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) .  The 
BLM  must,  however,  consider  a  larger  management 
pi  cture  than  the  ADC  program,  to  i  ncl ude  al 1 
resources  in  a  multiple-use  context.  ADC  is 
viewed  under  all  alternatives  as  a  management 
tool  to  achieve  balance  in  programs,  whether  it 
be  for  livestock  interests  or  for  large  scale 
resource  management  interests. 


PER 
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PROVIDING  PERMITS  fa  the  ENERGY  INDUSTRY 

}7Wf«noUia(^&inuF«.ScwMniui67SaS  U0S|9M-«I20 


.INC 


December  9,  1 988 

Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1 800  Marquess  St. 
Las  Cruces,  NM  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander 

I  support  the  adoption  of  Alternative  C  in  the  White  Sands  RMP/EIS 
for  the  McGregor  Range. 

Please  keep  my  name  on  your  mailing  list. 
Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

3 

Brian  Wood 
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Patrick  N.  Smith 
7600  Ho I man  Road 
Las  Cruos,  NM  BSOOi 
382-7939 


Bob  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
Mhite  Sands  Resource  Area 
BLM  ISOO  Marquess  St . 
Las  Cruces,  NM  88005 


December  5,  1988 


Sin 


Enclosed  are  my  comments  on  the  Dra-ft  White  Sands  Resource 
Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
McGregor  Range.  Attached  are  7  pages  of  speci-fic  comments 
directed  to  details  within  the  draft  RMPA/EIS.  This  letter  will 
briefly  summarize  a  few  of  my  major  concerns. 

As  can  be  discerned  from  the  attached  comments,  I  have  some 
serious  concerns  regarding  this  RMPA/EIS  and  your  preferred 
alternative  "C" .  I  believe  that  the  consequences  of  this 
alternative,  as  presented,  entail  unacceptable  risks  to  several 
special  status  wildlife  species.  I  further  feel  that  the 
preferred  alternative  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  protect 
the  long-term  ecological  health  of  the  area,  or  rangeland 
product  i vity . 

It  appears,  to  may  reading  of  your  document,  that  your 
proposed  20  percent  increase  in  AUMs  will  result  in  detrimental 
impacts  to  federally  listed  and  candidate  species,  and  their 
habitat.  This  seems  in  contradiction  to  ESA  requirements  and  BLM 
regulat  ions. 

I  also  believe  that  the  goal  of  maintaining  current  rangeland 
conditions,  with  its  implicit  acceptance  of  further  deterioration 
of  that  condition,  is  inadequate.  It  is  my  contention  that  your 
goal  should  be  not  maintenance,  but  improvement,  of  these 
conditions,  both  ecological  conditions  and  economic  productivity. 

I  further  feel  that  your  range  of  considered  alternatives  was 
too  limited.  Differences  between  alternatives  "B"  and  "C"  are 
minimal.  No  alternative  was  studied  which  proposed  serious 
efforts  to  end  rangeland  deterioration  or  emphasize  ecological 
conditions  and  wildlife  management  as  primary  values. 

Considering  the  impacts  which  you  detail,  I  question  whether 
so  vast  an  increase  in  grazing  utilization  as  you  propose  is 
consistent  with  wildlife  management  goals  and  requirements,  or 
with  the  long-term  productivity  of  the  range  resource.  I  urge  you 
to  reconsider  your  proposal,  and  to  formulate  a  new  alternative 
which  addresses  these  issues. 

While  there  is  much  which  is  admirable  in  your  analysis  and 
proposals,  and  overall  the  effort  can  be  considered  highly 
professional,  all  positive  aspects  are  overshadowed  by  these 
concerns  for  special  status  species,  and  the  impact  on  them  of 
the  proposed  changes  in  the  grazing  program.  None  of  your 
alternatives  is  acceptable  as  currently  constituted.  The  central 
issue,  the  20  percent  AUM  increase  and  associated  improvement 
program,  should  be  re-evaluated  with  an  increased  emphasis  on  the 
obligations   of   the   Bureau   for   management   of   special   status 


species  and  long-term  resource  conservation. 


Sincerely, 


Patrick  N.    SiSlth 


/ 


-yL^ii.a-^'*^ 
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Patrick    N.     Snitri 

7600    HolMAD    Ro*d,     L«ft    Cruc*»,     NH    fiSOOl 

3a^-7939    /    58^-5679 

Specific  CoiMH«ntft  on 

Dr*ft  Uhita  SAnds  R«»ourc«  M«nag»M*nt  Plan  AM«nciM*rtt/  Environinant*! 
iMpjict  &t*t«m«nt  McGragor  H^ngm.      tBLn-NM-PT-bS-OlS-^^lO) . 

Cont  inuing  M*n«g«m«nt  Guidance  (  «t*rt»  £-1  >  s 
Vgget a^  jg-n  (£-^)  A  Livest9yH  6r»rirtQ  <2-5)  i 

"Th«  object  i w  of  veget at  Ion  mangvment  ■  •  .  is  to  maintain. . .  tha  prevent 
range  land  ecological  cond  i  t  ion.  .  .  The  object  ivee  of  tfie  grazing  management 
program. .. are  to  maintain  the  prevent  rangeland  condition..." 

This  goal  i  s  inadequate.  Current  range  cond it  ions  reflect  a  hi  story  of 
abuse  and  neglect.  The  quality  of  wildlife  habitat,  watershed  characterist  ics, 
dnd  economic  product  ivity  of  this  area  are  far  below  those  present  prior  to 
Che  introduction  of  livestock,  and  many  years  of  overgrazing.  The  objective  of 
vegetative  management  ^t^oytjtf  be  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  area.  It  Is 
Jbvious  that  a  return  to  original  condition  is  highly  unlikely.  Impr^ovement  of 
Lne  ecological  quality  of  the  area,  in  terms  of  biological  diversity,  total 
□  iomass  and  water  holding  capaci  ty  should  be  the  stated  goal  of  management. 
The  giVen  goal  practically  ensures  further  deterioration  of  ecological 
rondi t  ion.  We  should  commit  ourselves,  to  the  goal ,  at  least,  of  revi t al 1 z  ing 
t?colog  teal  cond  it  ions.  Economic,  biological  and  pol  it  ical  realities  may 
Hinder,  or  prevent  entirely,  the  achievement  of  such  a  goal.  But,  it  is  a  more 
jjesirable  and  inspiring  ideal,  than  an  acceptance  of  the  current  degraded 
condition  as  the  best  we  can  hope  for. 

Your  plan  to  increase  grazing  utilization  by  over  20  percent  i  from  49,677 
^UM  to  &0, 000  PUn  )  should  be  careful  ly  evaluated  to  ensure  a)  that  long  term 
damage  to  biological  or  economic  resources  is  not  risked,  and  b)  that  the 
increased  return  to  the  graz  ing  program^  less  returns  to  Range  Improvement 
-unds,  exceeds,  in  present  value,  the  costs  of  the  improvements  required  to 
effect  the  increase. 

i^*- Previous  Decisions  (  starts  £-5)  » 

fidwinistrat i ve  Procedures  <S-5, 6)l 

Th*  public  auction  progr.m  is  .  nrm  eKainple  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  Actually  receiving  something  approaching  true  value  for  private 
eMploitation  of  public  resources.  It  is  a  program  of  Mhich  BLfl  should  t>e 
aroud,  and  should  provide  an  eKample  of  free  enterprise  Market  operation  to  be 
emulated  across  many  more  of  our  public  lands.  Equality  of  opportunity  and 
free  enterprise  arc  two  fundamental  American  values.  In  the  absence  of 
significant  externalities,  operation  of  free  markets  not  only  fnaMimizes 
rkfturns  to  investors  (  in  this  case,  the  American  public  >  but  also  optimizes 
outputs  and  resource  utilization  to  best  approKimate  society's  demands. 

Provision  for  other  users,  "...i.e.,  nildlife"  in  water  access  is  a  vai^y 
positive  statement  of  BLI*I*  s  recognition  that  multiple  use  includes  far  more 
than  recreational  and  economic  use.  ]  strongly  support  this  provision  for 
.wildlife  in  the  grazing  contract  stipulation. 


Grazing  Management  <£-6) I 

toI     "The  objective  for  utilization 
CVI  leverage   of   50   percent   use   by   al 


on  of  key  forage  species  is  to  achieve  an 
1   grazing   animals."   Research,   from   many 


12-1  There  are  areas  on  the  Range  that  are  in  good  to 
excellent  ecological  condition.  Our  goal  through 
vegetation  management  is  to  improve  other  areas 
which  are  ecologically  rated  as  poor  or  fair. 
Some  areas  are  probably  to  the  point  that  they 
may  never  return  to  their  original  rangeland 
condition.  With  proper  management  of  these 
areas,  BLM  can  prevent  any  further  decline  of 
rangeland  condition. 

12-2  Monitoring  studies  will  determine  if  any  increase 
in  AUMs  would  lead  to  damage  to  the  vegetation 
resource.  If  monitoring  determines  that  damage 
is  occurring,  the  increase  will  not  be  placed 
into  affect. 

The  McGregor  Range  Activity  Management  Plan 
contains  a  list  of  rangeland  improvements  that 
have  been  identified.  The  rangeland  improvements 
will  be  used  to  make  parts  of  the  Range  available 
that  have  had  very  little  or  no  grazing  use  over 
the  years.  As  funds  become  available,  BLM  will 
implement  the  improvements.  Only  rangeland 
improvements  that  will  return  better  than  a  1:1 
ratio  for  the  investment  will  be  implemented. 

12-3  Our  goal  as  far  as  utilization  is  for  an  average 
use  of  50  percent  on  most  forage  species. 
Utilization  studies  are  conducted  yearly  to 
determine  if  the  Range  is  properly  stocked. 
Proper  stocking  rates  are  determined  and  used  to 
aid  in  the  proper  growth  and  development  of  all 
vegetation  species.  Every  grazing  unit  has  a 
deferment  period  built  into  it.  These  periods  of 
rest  are  during  the  growing  season.  Spot  checks 
are  made  throughout  the  grazing  season  to  ensure 
there  is  no  overgrazing  occurring.  If  any  areas 
show  heavy  use,  BLM  will  make  adjustments  in 
livestock  numbers  to  reduce  the  amount  of  use. 
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sotircmm.  »uBg»»t»  that  th»  •nvi»iori«d  utilization  (nis^t  i.«ll  mult  in  long 
zwrm  d«clin»»  in  foi-«g»  vitality.  Such  would  b«  inconsistent  with  nanaganvnt 
goal*,  and  perpetuate  a  decline  in  resource  quality  and  utility.  ficcording  to 
Che  figures  in  this  draft  RMPfi/EIS,  slightly  less  than  S  percent  would  be 
utilized  by  deer  or  antelope  (3,971  ftUM),  and  slightly  over  93  percent  by 

nestle   livestock   (45,906   OUM) .   Clearly,   the   overwhelming   source   of 

utilization,  and  the  most  manageable,  is  domestic  livestock.  Management  should 
tailor  utilization  to  long-term  resource  health  and  Improveinent.  Reductions  in 
total  livestock  ftUMs,  or  mod  i  f  i  cat  >  t>ris__t  o  _Hra  zi  ng  _Ey  stems,  should  both  be 
considered  if  evidence  suggests  that  50  percent  utilization  results  in 
resource  damage. 

Analysis,  Interpretation,  and  Evaluation  (  starts  E-6)  i 
midlife  (a-7)  1 

BUM'S  support  of  wildlife,  and  hunting,  as  a  principle  use  of  public  land 
is  gratifying.  Your  provision  of  OUMs  for  deer  and  antelope,  in  the  grazing 
area   is  very  positive  and  beneficial,  both  to  wildlife  and  the  public. 

Protection  of  Wetlands  (£-6) I 

I  agree  with  your  opinion  that  arroyo  habitats  should  be  managed  as 
wetlands  under  EQ  11990.  I  further  believe  that  BLM' s  blanket  policy  toward 
arroyos  under  its  Riparian  ftrea  Policy  is  too  restrictive,  and  that  many  aroys 
do  deserve  and  require  management  as  riparian  areas.  I  do  not,  however,  know 
of  any  such  areas  in  McGregor  Range. 

^xotic  prnanlsms  (£-8) t 

I  agree  with  your  support  and  policy  to  apply  ED  11967.  Exotics  should 
ngver  be  willfully  introduced  inpto  any  area.  This  applies  as  much  to  feral 
dogs  and  insects  which  attack  snakeweed  as  to  barbary  sheep  or  persian  ibex. 
We  should  keep  the  whole  lot  out,  as  far  as  possible.  I  am  not  satistifed  with 
your  commitment  to  reintroduct ions.  While  it  is  a  positive  statement,  I  would 
nope  for  a  more  forceful  position  in  support  of  endangered  species  recovery 
programs  which  might  involve  such  actions. 

Game  and  Fish  Cooperation  (  starts  2-8) s 

Your  MOD  and  cooperative  planning  and  implementation  program  seems  very 
positive.  Such  cooperation  can  reduce  redundant  effort,  Increase  efficiency, 
and  contribute  to  greater  success  in  achieving  management  goals. 

Other  Standard  Operating  procedures  For  fill  BUM  fictions  on  McGregor  Range 

(£-9> : 

Just  can't  tell  you  how  pleased  I  am  with  these  15  items.  Very  good.  1 
especially  like  items  1,  A,  9,  10,  11,  12  and  13.  Clear  statement  of  positive 
values  effecting  all  planning.  Excellent.! 

alterative  Ci  (  starts  £-££) i 

£-22:  "...while  protecting  environmental  values  to  the  extent  required  by 
applicable  laws,  regulations,  and  policies."  In  my  opinion,  this  is  not 
sufficient.  BLM  should  go  beyond  the  letter  of  the  law  to  protect  resources. 
I  do  not  agree  that  the  legal  minimum  is  the  desirable  degree  of  protection 
for  the  areas  environmental  resources,  as  seems  to  be  BLM* s  proposed  position. 


12-4  Alternative  C  does  go  beyond  the  legal  minimum 
required  to  protect  resources.  The  statement 
"...while  protecting  environmental  values  to  the 
extent  required  by  applicable  laws,  regulations, 
and  policies"  simply  established  a  lower  limit 
for  consideration  when  Alternative  C  proposals 
were  formulated.  This  statement  provided  a 
general  theme  for  Alternative  C,  which  allows  for 
public  use,  while  all  laws,  regulations,  and 
policies  would  be  complied  with. 
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VvgvtJition  (£-£5)  i 

.  ACEC  d*sign«tion  for  the  four  black  gr-Ama  sitvE  is  «  po»xtiv«  »tep  toward 
providing  ba&«X in*  data  u»«ful  in  understanding  the  dynamic*  of  arid  grassland 
environments.  As  few  essentially  intact  systems  of  this  type  exist  (  I  doubt 
chey  Arm  "pristine",  although  they  may  be  in  relatively  good  condition 
-elative  to  most  other  areas  ) ,  the  value  of  these  areas  as  scientific 
r-esources,  and  as  rMrs  ecological  artifacts,  is  clearly  deserving  of 
protection.  I  hope  that  ftCEC  designation  may  result  in  some  meaningful  level 
Df  protection  for  these  valuable  resources. 

How  will  BLM  monitor  vegetation  sale  areas  ?  Hill  this  "monitor" ing  result 
in  reduced  resource  damage,  or  prevent  resource  damage  altogether  ?  If  special 
iitatus  plants  exist  in  sale  areas  it  is  very  important  that  effective 
measures  be  effected  to  protect  these. 

Uildlife  (  starts  £-£7) i 

Your  HMP  goals  »ire  exemplary.  This  is  the  direct  ion  that  I  feel  area 
iiianagement  should  be  moving.  I  particularly  appreciate  the  provision  for 
stable  populations  and  habitat  for  Otero  county  prairie  dog  populations.  I 
believe,  however,  that  such  positive  goals  should  extend  to  the  TularQ&.a— basin 
1 i vestock  graz  ing  area  as  wellf  Is  it  the  case  that  viable,  healthy  and  intact 
^idl i  f e  popuTat  ions  and  programs  »re  incompat  ible  with  "1 i vestock  grazing 
areaCs3 "  ?   This  seems  the  int  imat  ion,  at  any  rate, 

I  great ly  appreciate  your  support  for  extension  of  the  Sikes  ftct  program 
to  the  McGregor  Range.  I  believe  that  this  could  prove  of  great  benefit  to  the 
area*  s  wildlife,  habitat,  and  all  who  utilize  these  resources,  in  this  area, 

Affected  Environment  <  starts  3-l>  t 

Range land  Conditions!  (5-12) i 


■^"- 


Fi  gures  you  give  for  percentages  of  acerage  in  various  condit  ions 
(  excellent,  good,  fair  and  poor  )  do  not  agree  with  figures  published  in 
1987.  BLM,  at  that  time,  indicated  that  h,%  of  the  range  was  in  poor  condition, 
rather  that  the  6S  mentioned  in  this  document,  47.  &)i  in  good  condition,  as 
opposed  to  4£)t,  ^^%  fair,  compared  with  this  documents  A6ji,  and  7.  A'/t  was 
1  i  sted  as  in  poor  condit  ion,  rather  than  the  Alt  of  this  document .  Why  these 
d  i  sere  penc  i  es7 

Special  Status  Plant  Species  (starts  3-14) : 

(Ql      Sand  Pricklypear  may  occur  in  vegetative  sale  areas. 

'      Grama  Grass  Cactus  may  occur  in  vegetative  sale  areas. 

Livestock  Grazing  (3-15, 16) r 

The  leasi  ng  arrangement  for  this  area  is  superior  to  almost  Ar\y  other 
grazing  program  in  BLM,  especially  as  it  is  one  of  the  very  few  which  return 
anything  approaching  fair  market  value  to  the  American  publ ic.  This  is  the 
■nanner  in  which  almost  all  public  lands  leasing  ought  to  occur. 

Standard  Habitat  Site  Descriptions  (start  3-17): 

Most  of  these  descr i pt  ions  are  communi  t  i es  i  nd i cat  i  ve  of  hi stor i c 
r-vergraz  ing   result  ing  \r\      increases   in   shrub   and   brush   species   such   as 


nesquite,  tar  bush,  creosotebush  ,  and  snakeweed. 


12-5 


12-6 


12-7 


12-8 


Vegetation    sale   areas   would   be   watched   closely  to 

ensure   that    there  would   be   no   negative   impacts  on 

key  forage  species.   Mitigating  measures  would  be 

established  to  minimize  any  impacts  caused  by 
surface  disturbing  activities. 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Final  page  7),  the 
entire  basin  would  be  covered  by  either  the 
Tularosa  Basin  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  or 
the  existing  Co-use  Area  HMP. 


The  percentage  figures  used  in  the  1987  White 
Sands  Resource  Area  Range! and  Program  Summary 
were  taken  from  the  Draft  McGregor  Range  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  published  in  April 
1980.  The  figures  used  in  the  Draft  White  Sands 
RMP  Amendment  for  McGregor  Range  were  acquired 
from  data  collected  over  the  past  5  years. 

Both  species  potentially  occur  in  these  areas; 
however,  since  printing  of  the  Draft  an  inventory 
has  been  completed  for  reported  occurrences  of 
sand  prickly  pear.  No  plants  of  this  species 
were  found.  Prior  to  conducting  a  sale,  an 
environmental  analysis  would  be  completed  which 
would  address  the  occurrence  of  special  status 
species  and  the  impacts  on  them,  and  protection 
measures  would  be   implemented  where  needed. 


12 


Barbary  Shnp  <3-SO,  aZ>  t 

■  This  area  i»  eur-rcntly  closed  to  th«  rK>n  -  trophy  bai-bary  hunt,  *  dacision 
an  th»  part  of  GaiM  1  Fi«h  that  I  canrwt  quit*  coMprchand.  Th»  area  should  ba 
Dpan  to  yaar  round,  uniimitad  taka  hunting  of  Barbary  Shaep,  as  a  mans  of 
limiting  axpansion  of  this  population  in  this  araa,  and  aliminating  it  if 
oossibla.  <^  yUu-CUf,   -Occi    (ilU^  ^flU.  ,Xm -^c^   ..   -""ii^iX. 

Mountain  Lions  <3-ES)  i    J'^  /w-s- . 

Note  should  be  made  that  mountain  lion  predation  on  livestock  way  be 
characterized  as  "severe"  only  in  terms  of  an  individual  operator.  Losses  to 
this  species  are  not  a  significant  factor  in  livestock  operations,  including 
range  lambing  operations,  in  New  Mexico-l  »^ '^■^^ -^'*'*-'*^^*\  J'— • 

'^■!^^;-  i  f-  -^"""^  ^  r-^ 

This  is  the  single  most  important  of  the  predatory  anFmals,  both  in  terms 
of  aggregate  impact  to  livestock,  and  to  wild  game.  While  predation  is  not 
widely  significant  to  game  populations  in  New  MeKico,  and  not  generally 
significant  economically  to  the  livestock  industry,  this  species  is  the 
overwhelming  source  of  what  losses  do  occur.  Evidence  tends  to  suggest  that 
Coyote  numbers  tended  to  increase  as  brush  invasion,  "A"  horizon  loss,  and 
other  results  of  historic  overgrazing,  have  occurred.  This  seems  to  result 
from  a  countei — intuitive,  but  observed,  increase  in  rodent  and  rabbit  (hare) 
populations  in  such  areas.    ^^^    ^i„a^  ^,c    .">...>' /rt,'/ .,^/'-^  /.^..Lt^  ? 


Can   ^Je 


Special    Status    Animal    Species     (starts    3-231 ■ 


^^•■/ttiij  Xr>^. 


f-^ 


Declines  in  the  majority  of  these  species  seem  related  to  deterioration  of 
grassland  (  i.e.  range land  >  conditions,  including  the  federally  endangered 
Rplomado  Falcon,  Federal  Candidate  species  Bwainson*  s  Hawk,  Mountain  Plover, 
-ongbilled  Curlew,  Whitefaced  Ibis  and  State  species  Baird*s  Sparrow. 

Although  the  New  Mexico  Game  &  Fish  Cpmmisaion  voted  to  de-1 ist  the; 
Tularosa  Black  tailed  prairie  dog,  many  taWiomists  still  believe  that  it' 
represents  a  separate  subspecies.  No  testimony  was  given  on  the  species  by  the 
aiologist  in  charge  of  the  study,  as  she  was  absent  from  the  hearing.  It  has 
aeen  charged  that  her  absence  was  purposeful,  in  order  to  avoid  political 
difficulties  in  Mr.  Bob  Jones'  s  effort  to  effect  the  delisting.  Many  feel 
that  this  was  primarily  a  political  decision.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
this  was  the  act  of  political  body  fundamentally  ignorant  of  taxonomy  or  of 
wildlife  biology,  and  should  be  considered  as  a  basically  political  decision 
without  scientific  merit  or  significance.  I  am  encouraged  that  BLM  will  retain 
this  animal  as  a  special  status  species.  I  feel  that  in  this  case  it  is 
desirable  to  act  on  the  side  of  caution.  I  agree  with  BLM' s  assessment  of  the 
significance  of  this  population,  if  in  fact  it  does  represent  a  distinct 
subspecies.  It  should  be  noted  that  Prairie  dog  populations  are  directly 
-elated,  in  many  cases,  to  B'*a=i'^g  pressure.  When  graring  utilization  is  too 
nigh,  populations  tend  to  exand  and  grow.  Reductions  in  grazing  pressure  tend' 
to  result  in  the  return  of  ground  grass  cover,  unfavorable  to  the  species,  and 
-eductions  in  prairie  dog  populations.  Many  ecologists  feel  that  grazing 
Fiianagement  is  the  best  and  most  efficient  tool  for  management  of  prairie  dog 
DOpulations,  Many  studies  have  suggested  rather  strongly,  that  eliminative  ftDC 
programs  aimed  at  prairie  dog  populations  using  poision  or  other  techniques, 
are  not  economic.  I  support  yout  retent  ion  of  this  species  as  a  special  status 
species,  and  urge  that  no  ODC  activities  be  directed  at  this  population. 


McGregor  Range  (3—31) ! 


12-9  Closure  of  this  area  is  due  to  military 
restrictions.  Your  request  is  consistent  with 
the  goals  of  this  Plan  and  may  be  brought  up  both 
at  the  Interagency  Game  Recommendation  Meeting 
and  the  Public  Game  Recommendation  Meeting. 
Again,  the  Range,  at  times  would  be  subject  to 
closure  for  military  purposes.  As  you  must  know, 
it  is  unlikely  that  hunting  will  totally 
eliminate  this  species  due  to  their  secretive 
nature. 

12-10  This  sentence  has  been  changed  to  refer  to  severe 
losses  to  individual  operators  (see  Modifications 
and  Corrections  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page 
105). 

12-11  Increase  in  coyote  populations  due  to  increased 
rodent  and  rabbit  populations  and  habitat  change 
may  be  a  valid  statement.  The  literature  also 
indicates  that  partial  control  of  coyote 
populations  may  result  in  a  corresponding 
increase  in  natality  as  a  compensatory  factor. 
This  is  partially  the  reason  for  the  proposal  to 
monitor  population  of  predators  and  other 
animals.  BLM  would  like  to  find  out  what  factors 
affect  and  are  affected  by  coyote  populations. 
Cow/calf  and  sheep  loss  figures  may  be  obtained 
frora  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  for  BLM  units  in 
the  McGregor  Area. 
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5m  cowMvritK  «bov«  referring  to  Livestock  Grazing  (3-lS,  !&>■  The  value  of 
;  h  i  *  area  for  I  i  vest  ock  graz  i  ng ,  and  t  he  not  abl  e  r>at  ure  of  t  he  prograen  here 
Ar9  app«»~ent.  It  is  important  that  the  grazing  program  1>  be  consistent  with 
DBrpetuation  of  the  area's  wildlife  resources,  2>  be  managed  in  a  manner  which 
^i  1 1  avoid  deterioration  of  th«  rAr\Q9  resource  in  the  long  run,  and  3) 
iiaximiZB  the  mix  of  returns,  vconomic  *nd  otherwise,  to  the  public  at  large, 
in  th»  long-run.  The  cooperation  of  operators  is  critical  to  achievement  of 
these  ends.  There  is  no  clear  reason  why  some  economically  profitable  level  of 
livestock  operations  can  not  continue  in  the  area,  given  current  market 
renditions  and  public  preferences  for  output  mixes.  Grazing  systems  and  levels 
can  certainly  be  adjusted  to  protect  both  the  ecological  and  rangeland 
resource,  in  the  near  term.  ODC,  technical  support  and  other  assistance  to 
operations  should  be  considered  as  costs  in  evaluation  of  the  cost  to  benefit 
nature  of  the  program.  BLM' s  primary  mission  in  the  area  should  be  long— term 
stewardship  of  resources,  ensuring  that  they  be  maintai  ned  in  an  undamaged  and 
<hopBf ul ly)  improving  cond  i  t  ion  for  future  generat  ions,  whi le  ,  as  far  as 
consistent  with  this  goal,  maximiz  ing  economic  and  non-market  utility  to  the 
current  publ ic  from  these  resources. 

ftttitudes  and  Values  (3-32) i 

Regarding  your  assessment  of  support  for  mineral  extract  ion  as 
", , . approximately  equal  support  and  opposition. . .  ",  was  this  assessment  based 
on  respondents  who  specifically  mentioned  mineral  extraction  alone  ?  If  so,  it 
would  appear  that  you  have  under est  i mated  opposit  ion.  Most  who  expressed 
opposition  to  other  consumptive  activities  would  also  oppose  mineral 
extract  ion.  The  same  comment  mi  ght  be  made  regarding  predator  control.  Was 
your  eval uat  ion  based  solely  upon  respondents  to  the  speci  fie  issue?  If  so, 
you  again  would  have  seriously  understated  opposit  ion.  I  would  suggest  that 
you  apply  ADC  in  concordance  with  the  position  of  the  Wildlife  Society 
posit  ion,  as  formal ized  in  a  posit  ion  paper  in  1 975.  C  Posit  ion  Statements 
Committee,  Ecoool it ics  of  The  Wi Idl i f e  Society. .  1975,  The  Wildlife  Society, 
Washington  D- C. 3  Many  individuals,  such  as  myself,  who  support  some  level  of 
RDC  activities,  including  predator  control,  in  accordance  with  principles  of 
scientific  wildlife  management,  do  not  necessarily  support  many  aspects  of 
crurrent  predator  control  programs,      , 

,UC/*V>iC  CC»\U'-'C  €r^~*ctL-( 
,  5-  .^  "^  "l^t^  ^--.y-^  CL^-k  * 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES: 
Livestock  Grazing  <4-£, 3) : 


The  envisioned  20%  increase  in  fiUMs  is  of  concern  to  myself.  This  is  a 
large  increase  in  biomass  extraction  and  1  fear  it  may  entail  negative  results 
to  wildlife,  the  ecological  system,  and  to  the  long-term  health  of  the  graz  ing 
resource  itsel f.  I  would  urge  careful  eval uat  ion  of  the  potent  ial  risks  before 
implementing  such  an  increase.  I ,  also  fai 1  to  perceive  any  real ist ic 
cost  /benef  i  t  analysis  to  determine  if  the  present  val  ue  of  the  cost  to  the 
Dublic  of  improvements  would  be  Justified  by  the  present  value  of  eKpected 
add  i  t  ional  returns  from  the  program.  Implement  at  ion  of  such  an  increase 
without  economic  Justification  for  this  commitment  of  a  public  resource  can  be 
nothing  other  than  a  gi  ft,  out  of  the  publ  ic  domain,  to  one  minority 
shareholder,  and  distinctly  unfair  to 
economics,  if  for  no  other  reason. 


all  other  shareholders,  on  the  basis  of 


W  i  1 d 1 i  f e  (A-3, 4>; 

While,  in  the  Wi Idl i  fe  section  of  Previous  Decisions  <£-7),  you  maintain 

that   BLM   has   a   binding   legal   authority   to   avoid   actions   "...likely   to 

fy  I  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  a  listed  species  or  adversely  modify 

^-  I  crit  ical  habitat,  , .  "  and  that  BLM  requires,  of  it  sel  f. 


•that  actions. 


,  do 


12-12  The      assessment      of      the      attitudes      and      values 

regarding  mineral  extraction  and  predator  control 
was  done  using  the  content  analysis  formulated 
from  comments  received  during  the  public  scoping 
period. 

The  scoping  period  included  a  scoping  report  sent 
to  800  i ndi vi dual s ,  State  and  Federal  agenci es , 
uni  ts  of  local  Government,  organizations,  and 
members  of  private  industry;  responses  to  the 
report  from  i  ndi vi dual s ,  groups ,  or  agenci  es ; 
four  public  meetings  (in  Las  Cruces,  El  Paso, 
Timberon,  and  Alamogordo) ;  a  letter  containing 
pre!  imi  nary  pi  anni  ng  cri  teri  a  for  revi  ew  by  the 
public  sent  to  approximately  700  people;  and 
other  informal  coordination  with  the  public  such 
as   telephone  calls   and  personal    contacts. 

The  content  analysi  s  on  mi  neral  extracti  on  and 
predator  control  found  that  letters  were  sharply 
divided  on  minerals-related  concerns,  with  9 
supporting  mineral  development  on  McGregor  Range, 
5  oppos  i  ng  any  mi  neral  devel opment ,  and  2 
opposing        disfiguring        mining.  Opinions        on 

predator  control  were  more  divided,  with  half  (3) 
urging  more  control  on  the  Range,  and  the  other 
half   (3)   urging  no  control    or  restraint. 

For  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  scoping 
process,    see  Draft  pages   5-1    to  5-5. 


CO 


12-13  The  McGregor  Range  Activity  Management  Plan  (AMP) 
has  identified  numerous  range! and  improvements 
for  the  grazing  area.  These  improvements  will  be 
implemented  as  funds  become  available.  The 
proposed  20  percent  increase  in  Animal  Unit 
Months  (AUMs)  will  occur  only  after  these 
improvements  have  been  implemented  and  monitoring 
studies  show  that  an  increase  is  warranted  as 
stated  in  response  to  Comment  12-2.  Monitoring 
is  the  key  to  any  increase  in  livestock  use. 

The  funds  used  to  develop  range! and  improvements 
on  McGregor  Range  come  from  grazing  receipts  from 
livestock  contractors  and  not  from  appropriated 
funds. 


12-14  The  grazing  decisions  as  they  stand  do  not 
currently  violate  Section  7  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (ESA)  or  BLM  policy.  The  aplomado 
falcon  and  other  species  are  not  verified  as 
occurring  on  McGregor  although  the  habitat  seems 
suitable.  The  potential  for  adverse  impact  still 
exists  and  was  purposely  brought  out  for  public 
review  to  support  proposed  management  plans  for 
McGregor.  Goals  for  the  Habitat  Management  Plans 
(HMPs)  -.include  review  of  the  grazing  operation 
and  recommendations  to  bring  it  on  line  with 
special  status  species  management. 

These  HMPs  are  the  key  to  bringing  the  resource 
management  programs  in  line  with  endangered 
species  management  and  specifically  with  the  ESA 
requirement  for  carrying  out  programs  for  the 
conservation  of  listed  species. 
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r^%  contribute  to  th.  r,..d  to  li.t  any  t  Ctaflo-y  1  °'-  ^  ^-ndid.t.  Bp-ci« 
"  ?  ,ncj  th«t  »t«t«  li»t»d  spvciM  r«c«JV«  the  >«rf»  protection,  in  WlttHt^t 
you  »nvi»>on  «ctioo»  explicitly  contradictory  to  th«»«  requirem»nt». 


(on  4-3) 
To  Hit  I 


"Thim  »«y  b.  d.tri»«nt»l  to  .peci.»,  much  ««  th.  •p.ci.l  .t.tu.  Qr««ml.nd 
specie*- •  .  "  *  -  ■ 

ecological  condition  would  decrease  one  condition  clasi  on  £5  to  50 

acre*" !. around  each  new  water.  Thi.  would  be  particularly  important  to  special 
•  tatu»  »peeie«  <Baird'«  sparrow,  McCown' »  longspur  t  not  listed  in  chapter  3 
],  inountain  plover,  common  ground  dove,  aplomado  falcon,  longbilled  curlew, 
Tularosa  black-tailed  prairie  dog)..."  ..» 

increased  ut i I iiat ion.  ..  would.  .. reduce  seed  supplies  for  granivorous 
speciei  including  Baird's  sparrow,  McCown' s  longspur,  and  common  ground  dove  3 
out  of  every  5  years.  "   ♦ - »  ,  * 

"Increased  utilization  would  effect  up  to  1,131  acres..."   4.< 

"...numbers  of  special  status  animal  species  may  decrease  overall  due  to  a 
continued- trend  toward  decrease  in  ecological  rangeland  condition..."  ... 

This  violation  of  Section  7  ESR  obligations,  and  BLM  internal  regulations 
is  not  acceptable.  It  would  appear  to  an  individual  as  uninformed  as  myself 
that  there  is  potential  grounds  here  for  litigation  on  this  point,  so  blatant 
is  the  seeming  disregard  for  legal  requirements  and  regulations  having  the 
force  of  law.  While  I  commend  you  for  your  honesty  in  assessment  of  the 
DOtential  consequences,  I  cannot  understand  the  seeming  contradiction.  Perhaps 
you  can  enlighten  me  on  this  point.  It  seems  to  me  you  are  openly  planning  on 
violating  federal  law,  and  your  own  regulations,  fim  I  somehow  misunderstanding 
,/our  statements,  or  your  legal  obligations  7  Or  do  you  really  think  it's  just 
3K  to  go  ahead  and  plan  actions  detrimental  to  a  host  of  federal  candidate 
species  and  one  federal  endangered  species?  If  I  am  being  somehow  unfair  to 
/ou  please  let  me  know.  My  reading  of  this  really  concerns  me.  It  sounds  like 
you  plan  to  just  dump  on  all  these  listed  or  candidate  species  in  order  to 
squeeze  another  20,000  fiUM  out  of  McGregor.  What  gives? 


Salables  (4-16,19)1 

Your  provision  to  relocate  extraction  sites  out  of  arroyo  riparian  areas 
IS  a  very  positive  one. 

fiir,  Soil,  and  Water  Resources  (4-19, £0) : 
OCECs,  see  Vegetation  <2-£5>  above. 

Plans  to  monitor  vegetation  removal  are  positive.  I  hope  these  can  be 
implemented  effectively. 

It  is  not  entirely  clear  how  "Removal  of  designated  plant  species  would 
allow  for  other  vegetation  to  better  utilize  available  space  and  water." 
Jnless  collection  was  more  intensive  than  I  can  imagine,  and  included  species 
-,ot  commonly  in  demand,  I  don't  see  how  significant  results  of  this  kind  could 
3e  expected 


/ 


j^'f  i-.u.  .  \^.^u,lT< 


^,c.  .    cT.-- 


iy^: 


<.ff. 


12-15  The    vegetation    sale    areas    for    removal     of    yucca 

species  and  other  ornamentals  were  selected  based 
on  the  high  density  in  which  these  plant  species 
occur  on  the  Range.  These  plants  are  taking  up 
alot  of  space  and  water  which  could  be  used  by 
key  forage  species  such  as  black  and  blue 
gramas.  Density  of  these  two  grass  species  could 
improve  as  a  result  of  the  removal  of  the  above 
mentioned  plants.  In  areas  where  there  are  high 
densities  of  plants,  results  could  be 
significant.  But  for  McGregor  Range  as  a  whole, 
results  would  not  be  significant. 
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-  "Sal*  of  Min*r«l  ««t»ri*2s  ov«p  S67t  3&0  mcrmm,  •  .Mould  «dv*r*m«ly  impjict 
wildlif*  habitats,  particularly  arroyo  riparian  habitat*. ..  ** 

"Designating  v«g»tation  sal*  ar*as  on  20,940  acr*s  would  incrvass 
difiturbanc*  of  animals  and  destruction  or  modification  of  habitats.  Removal  of 
plants. . .Hould  decrease  available  areas  for  nesting  and  breeding  display  in 
birds. .. Structural  diversity  would  be  decreased  for  all  species." 


". . . there   is   potential   for  adverse   impacts   to 
including  ...  Baird^s  sparrow  and  ...  aplomado  falcon.* 

See  Wildlife  (^-3,^)  above. 


all   B<*'»*^'>*^   species 


Recreation  (A-ES) s 

Your  provision  for  closure  of  redundant  and  unneeded  raods  will  produce 
positive  benefits  to  game  species  and  improve  the  quality  of  huntinn 
opportunities  for  many  hunters. 


■Sf/^a 


(.^«      C^T-c-xiod, 


12-16 


Please  see   response   to  Comment   12-14. 


12-17  Provisions    have    been    made    in    the    Proposed    Plan 

for  seed  harvest   (see   Final    page  5). 
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NEW  MEXICO  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

DIVISION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  PROGRAMS  AND  RESOURCES 

Box  30005,  Dept.  5702 

Las  Crucss,  New  Menico  66003-0005 

Tsleptxxw  (505)  646-2642 


December  12.  1988 


Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  86005 


'^'VepS^" 
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Dear  Mr.   Alexander: 

This  letter  is  to  provide   comments  on  the  Animal  Damage  Control    (ADC)   and   the 
special  status  animal  species  aspects  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
(BLM's)  draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment   (RMPA)  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement    (EIS)  for  McGregor  Range.     The  Hew  Mexico  ADC 
program  is  a  cooperative  program  between  the  U.S.   Department  of 
Agriculture-Animal.    Plant,   Health,   and  Inspection  Servioe-AnlJiial  Damage  Control 
(USDA-APHIS-ADC)   and  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Agriculture   (MMDA). 

In  our  review  of  this  document.    Alternative  A  is  the  only  alternative  that 
merits  comment  since  the  existing  predator  control  program  would  continue.     We 
do  not  agree  with  Alternative  B  and  what  we  believe  to  be  Alternative  C  in  the 

(draft  document.      Alternative  C  has  apparently  been  mistakenly  placed  under  the 
discussion  for  Alternative  B. 

We  have  reviewed  and  provided  input  into  the  comments  from  Hew  Mexico's 
USDA-APHIS-ADC.    state  director,    Gary  Hunley,    concerning  wUdlife  management  and 
predator  control   for   the  BLM's  draft  White  Sands  RHPA/EIS  for  McGregor  Range. 
We  agree  with  and  endorse  those  comments,    especially  the  position  that  BLH  has 
overstepped  its  authority  to  manage  wildlife  resources  as  stated  in  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act    (FLPHA)   of  1976    (P.L.    91-579).      We  interpret 
this  attempt   by  BLM  to  manage  resident  wildlife  in  New  Mexico  as  an  usurpation 
of  authority  from  state  agencies.      We  believe  it  also  ignores  the  mandate  of 
DSDA-APHIS-ADC  to  control   predators  and  other  animals  when  the  animals  are 
considered  to  be   pests— regardless  of  the  land   status  where   they  occur    (see 
below). 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  philosophy  reflected  in  the  RHPA/EIS  as  it  pertains  to 
wildlife  in  general  and  to  animal  damage  control  in  particular  because  of  the 
following  reasons: 

1.      Sec.    102.    (a)(12)   of  FLPMA   1976  states,    The  Congress  declares   that  it   is 
the   policy  of  the  United  States  that   "...    the   public  lands  be  managed  in 
a  manner  which   recognizes  the  Nation's  need  for   domestic  sources  of 
minerals,    food,    timber,    and  fiber  from  the  public  lands  .    .    .    ."     In  other 


13-1       The   ADC   portion   of   Alternative   C  was 

inadvertently  placed   in  Alternative  B.  (See 

Modifications   and   Corrections   to   the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS,  Final  page  105). 

13-2      Please  see  the  responses  to  Comment  Letter  10. 
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Hr.   P.   Sobert  Uezaoder 
Deoeaber  12,    1988 

2 

wordsi  the  public  land  managing  agencies  should  manage  for  multiple  use 
which  includes  ADC  to  protect  domestic  livestock. 

The  Animal  Damage  Control  Act  of  1931  authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  conduct  such  measures  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  bring 
under  control  on  areas  of  private,  state,  forest,  and  public  domain  lands 
those  animals  injurious  to  agriculture,  horticulture,  forestry,  animal 
husbandry,  wild  game  animals,  fur-bearing  animals,  and  for  protection  of 
stock  and  other  domestic  animals.   This  act  also  provides  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  cooperate  with  states,  individuals,  and  public 
and  private  agencies,  organizations,  and  institutions. 

The  New  Mexico  ADC  program's  state  and  federal  enabling  legislation  and 
cooperative  stature  carries  the  authority  of  the  state  of  Kew  Mexico  in  the 
control  aspects  of  management  of  the  species  under  its  jurisdiction.  This 
includes  when,  where,  and  how  the  specific  species  are  to  be  controlled  by 
ADC. 

1.  In  its  1988  publication.  Fish  and  Wildlife  ?ono,  a  Plan  for  the  Future.  BLM 
recognizes  its  responsibility  as  follows:   "There  is  a  fine  but  Important 
distinction  between  managing  wildlife  and  managing  wildlife  habitat.  The 
BLM,  as  the  manager  of  the  public  land,  has  a  broad  responsibility  to  the 
public  to  maintain  and  improve  the  habitat  or  'home'  for  wildlife.   But, 
except  in  special  oases,  the  responsibility  for  managing  the  wildlife 
itself  traditionally  rests  with  the  individual  States."  The  document 
indicates  that  only  in  certain  oases  will  the  individual  states  abrogate 
their  wildlife  management  authorities  to  the  federal  government.   An 
example  would  be  the  management  of  a  federally  listed  endangered  species. 

5.  The  state  authority  for  the  cooperative  ADC  program  Is  recognized, 

delineated,  and  mandated  by  the  Kew  Mexico  legislature  in  Section  17-5-4 
NMSA  1978.  This  authority  is  not  an  exception  to  the  law,  but  is  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  Hew  Mexico  cooperative  ADC  program. 

He  find  the  BLH  philosophy  which  interprets  public  law  out  of  context;  i.e.. 
Public  Law  99-606,  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  of  November  6,  1985,  to  be 
unacceptable.   We  recommend  a  rewrite  of  the  ADC  portion  of  the  document 
reflecting  circumstances  as  they  exist;  i.e.,  BLM  manages  the  habitat,  the 
states  exercise  authority  over  the  wildlife,  and  the  cooperative  ADC  program  in 
New  Mexico  conducts  the  ADC  program. 

In  a  November  1987  memorandum  to  the  people  interested  in  the  endangered 
species  of  New  Mexico,  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  proposed  a 
revision  of  the  state  endangered  species  list.  As  a  result  of  this  proposal, 
the  State  Game  Commission  on  January  9,  1988,  delisted  the  black-tailed  prairie 
dog  (Tularosa)  (Cvaomua  ludovlclanusl .   Reference  to  this  species  under  the 
special  status  animal  species  section  should  therefore  be  deleted. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  White  Sands  McGregor 
Hange  RMPA/EIS.  We  look  forward  to  a  continued  cooperative  effort  with  BLM 


13-3 


The  Tularosa  black-tailed  prairie  dog  was  noted 
as  removed  from  the  State  endangered  species  list 
(delisted)  on  Draft  page  3-24.  However,  recent 
questions  regarding  the  subspecific  status  of 
this  population  have  prompted  new  public 
interest.  Based  on  this  new  interest,  the 
species  merits  consideration  in  the  Special 
Status  Species  section.  Also,  the  HMP  objectives 
in  Alternatives  B  and  C  proposed  to  designate  the 
Tularosa  Basin  and  Otero  Mesa  populations  of  this 
species  as  BLM  sensitive  in  cooperation  with 
NMDGF. 
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'VERS'* 


Deceaber  10,  1988 


Hr.  P.  Robert  Alexander 
Area  Manager 

White  Saods  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquesse  Street 
La«  Cruces,  NM   88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

I  aB  writing  to  endorse  the  BLM  designation  of  the  four 
black  graaa  grassland  study  areas  as  the  McGregor  Black  Grasa 
Grassland  ACEC.  Fomal  designation  of  these  areas  as  an  ACEC 
Hill  insure  that  these  areas  will  continue  to  provide  a  benchaark 
against  which  the  effects  of  desertification  in  surrounding  areas 
can  be  evaluated.  Since  these  are  the  only  relatively  pristine 
black  graaa  grasslands  of  which  I  and  my  colleagues  are  aware, 
they  are  of  iamense  value  to  the  scientific  cosBunity  and  the 
huBsn  coBBUoity  at  large.  Such  areas  are  truly  rare  and 
endangered. 

It  is  ay  sincere  hope  that  the  nanagenent  plans  for  the  ACEC 
will  continue  to  exclude  livestock  and  to  discourage  any  activity 
which  will  cause  dooage  to  this  fragile  ecosystem. 


Sincerely, 


Ml 


W.    ^.    Whi^fora 

Prof  esscn 

Coordinator,    Jornada    Long 

Tera   Ecological    Research 

Program 


MGW/dhb 


Mr.   P.   Bobart  Uexsnder 
Dsoeaber  12.    1966 
Page  3 

regarding  ADC  in  Hew  Mexico.     If  we  can  be  of  aaalotanoe  In  this  matter  please 
contact  me. 


Sincerely 


RJV/dJe 

co:     Gary  Munley,    State  Director,    DSDA-APHIS-ADC 
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2eno   W.    h':cl:s    Jr. 

134^   Sran.^^r.    fiver  us    1C 
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Dec  sinter    12, 


ra    ManaGer 


Mr.    p.    Robert    Alexander.    Ar 
Whits   Sand=    Fescurce   Area 
1300   MaroLiess    Street 
Las    Cri.'  =  es,    Nil   E800S 

Pear    Mr,    Aleiiander, 

I    have    rsad    the    draft    of    the    White   Sands    Resource   Management 
Plan      -fcr    the   McEr>=:7Tr    F.anje.  It    -see^s   to    me   yo'j    and    ycur'sta-f-f 

have   done    an    e::ceIl-'-.t    job    ot    laying    OLit    the    eltuation.       However 
it    lea\'»s    me    kith    sotrse    r-jestions 


and    sone 


-igcestions. 


15-1 


tn 
to 


15-2 


15-3 


One  aspect  is  unbelievable  to  .t,=  .  If  I  .understand  the  plan, 
hLinters  srf;  allowed  free  access  during  huntir.c  season;  but  there 
is  no  time  that  some  one  who  j'.ist  wants  to  ta!:e  a  picture  of  a 
prairie  dog  town  can  go  in  without  crsarranoemsnts  cleared  by  the 
army.  Actually,  it  would  seem  to  me  "that  photography;  hil-lng, 
bird  watchinc,  wild  flower  locliing  snd  oerhf.cs  camping  cculd  be 
permitted  eKcept  when  the  army  specifies  that  there  is  "potential 
danger, 

I      It   seems  abeurd  5/,t  a  time  when  there  is  :=ubstantlal  e::cses 
[meat   production   in  this  country,   to  further   subsidise   cattle 

■lould  think 


ranching  by  planning  en  increasing  A'-'M's. 
they  would  be  rsduced  to  permit  i  mcrovemer.t 


Katner, 


"angs  conditions. 


The    prair: 


.i=m;-  =  5C    with    the    comment      th^t 
the    ranchers    dc-.'t    lil;e    them.  L'el :  ,     !    c.esa    tl- 

ranchers.  I       could    detect    no    pi  fi-; 

-    ^-    net    tinci'j    what    should    te    cons    t. 


cat 


=  y   don't    lile    the 

protect    the    prairie    decs. 

:    would    seen   that 


cms  lOw 


i  1 5 1 . 


:?rai 
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I  was  p!e?;=: 
determine  css.l  z&.t^ 
the  balance  is  •.-  = 
Pirect:-n  of  rr-'nt 
net  mp-=  .Tcunta;-. 
wo-ld      b?.    r.-t    .--    he 

or       th 


5=    would 


the    ei; 


that 


-  I. 


-:;    th£    z: '. 


"5  2^  =  1  en 

".s.n    w«    n~ed  J 

the      -fcr  L-.  3 

t      ^';i~  =  si  ve 

:s      r.Esd      to 


,       ^  .  ,  _,       -1 C- '.  I  ? 
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Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  Recreation,  Final 
page  8,  public  access  would  be  allowed  if  and 
when  a  hunt  is  conducted  consistent  with  resource 
management  objectives  and  other  controlled  uses. 
Hunting  would  only  be  allowed  during  the 
prescribed  time  periods  identified  under  the 
Wildlife  Section  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 

Public  access  would  occasionally  be  provided  for 
other  controlled  recreation  uses,  other  than 
hunting,  consistent  with  the  Army  missions. 
These  other  controlled  recreation  uses  such  as 
sightseeing,  hiking,  picnicking,  bird  watching, 
photography,  wild  flower  viewing,  and  camping 
would  be  controlled  by  the  BLM  and  would  adhere 
to  Army  check-in  and  check-out  requirements. 
Also  see  response  to  Comment  5-3. 

BLM  is  interested  in  maintaining  and  improving 
the  condition  of  McGregor  Range  through  rangeland 
improvements  and  proper  grazing  use.  No  increase 
in  AUMs  will  be  granted  unless  monitoring  studies 
show  that  no  damage  will  occur  to  the  vegetation 
resource  from  increased  livestock  use.  Livestock 
grazing  on  McGregor  Range  is  unique  and  is  unlike 
livestock  grazing  on  public  land.  On  McGregor 
Range,  BLM  annually  has  the  ability  to  change  the 
stocking  levels  and  season  of  use  and  can  quickly 
respond  to  changes  in  climatic  conditions  and 
resulting  changes  in  vegetation  conditions.  Also 
see  the Nresponses   to  Comments   12-2  and  12-3. 

Provision  for  protection  of  prairie  dogs  is  found 
in  the  Proposed  Plan,  Final  page  7,  under  Habitat 
Management  Plan  objectives. 

The   Range   is   closed   to  the   general    public   except 

along    State    Road    506.  Access    is    authorized    by 

the  Army  for  specific  purposes  with  a  check-in 
and  check-out  process. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  off-road  vehicle 
(ORV)  use,  when  access  is  authorized  by  the  Army, 
would  be  "limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails" 
on  608,345  acres. 
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,g^^.,g,,,,.   I  -,n  not  vis.;alize  any  rational  reason  for 
15-5|mir,ing  or  ci  1  well  drilling  on  the  range. 

I      It   is  a-.courasing  that  the:unique  grassland  sit  =; 
archeclGOical  sites  ar^  tc  D=  protected.   -^^';;"1°  "^ 
mora   detail   on   how   they  are  to  be  protected   -fr.,.. 
vandal  ism. 

I  have  oray  had  one  opportunity  to  visit  the^[^,cC-r 
but   «hat   I  saw  oertainly  made  me  +eel  ;;^=^|^;;;,  Z"- 
possible   sho..ld  be  done  to  preserve  it  and  .arm-,  i- 
■^rom   a  history  o-f  abuse.    Your  plans  ^'■^l_%f-^l^- \Z, 
seams   to   me   that  the  step  is  sr.al  1  c:omp»r=d  .to   t., 
conserve  our  natural  heritage. 


Sincerely  yours 


jermittir.g 


i      ano 
:i ce  t^ 
the-ft 


the 
see 
and 


Boor      F;a 

nge 

everyt^ 

1  ng 

to      rscaver 

ard    but 

it 

e      need 

to 

15-5  It  is  BLM  policy  to  make  mineral  resources 
available  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  of 
the  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970,  and  the  National 
Materials  and  Minerals  Policy  Research  and 
Development  Act  of  1980.  These  policies  require 
the  Federal  Government  to  facilitate  the 
development  of  mineral  resources  to  meet 
National,  regional,  and  local  needs  for  domestic 
and  defense  purposes.  Additional  information  on 
this  policy  is  contained  in  Appendix  C-1  of  the 
Draft. 

15-6  The  known  sites  on  McGregor  Range  are  inspected 
on  a  regular  basis  for  evidence  of  vandalism 
through  the  White  Sands  Resource  Area  Patrol  and 
Surveillance  program.  The  BLM  Law  Enforcement 
Rangers  will  issue  citations  or  arrest  anyone 
committing  vandalism  on  archeological  sites 
within  the  White  Sands  Resource  Area,  including 
McGregor  Range.  All  known  sites  on  withdrawn 
land  on  McGregor  Range  will  be  included  in  an 
overall  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan 
(CRMP).  In  addition,  each  significant  site 
located  on  withdrawn  land  where  active  management 
or  development  will  occur  will  be  evaluated  and 
discussed  in  a  separate  CRMP.  This  will  include 
an  in-depth  study  of  the  site  and  its  individual 
protection  needs. 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  UNIVERSITY  AT  ALAMOGOHDO 

SCIENCE  CENTER 

PosI  Office  Box  477/2400  Noth  Scenic  One 
Alamogonlo.  New  Menoo  6831 1 -0477 
■  (505)434-0594 


December  13,  1988 


P.  Robert  Alexander 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquesse  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 


Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 


I  am  writing  to  comment  on  tlie  Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management 
Plan  Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  McGregor  Range. 

I  fully  support  the  BLM's  decision  to  designate  the  four  black  grama  grassland 
areas  as  the  McGregor  Blacl<  Grama  Grassland  ACEC.  I  know  these  areas 
quite  well  and  feel  it  is  vital  that  this  unique  grassland  receives  continued 
protection  management. 

It  is  very  important  that  the  management  prescriptions  be  as  detailed  as 
possible;  included  should  be  the  exclusion  of  livestock  and  any  other  activities 
which  will  disrupt  the  vegetation. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft  plan. 

Sincerely, 


Julie  K.  Meents,  Ph.D. 


mep 
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Thomas  H.  Wootten 

5840  N.  Main  St. 

Las  Cruces,  NM  88001 

505-522-4434 


December  9, 1988 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquess  Street 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

1  have  read  the  draft  White  Sands  RMP  amendment  for  the  McGregor 
Range  and  will  be  delighted  to  see  BLM  taking  over  more  managerial 
responsibility.  Basically,  I  support  your  prefered  alternative  but  have  one 
question  and  a  few  reservations. 

The  McGregor  Range,  because  of  its  particular  circumstances  revolving 
around  the  military  use,  has  remained  free  from  a  lot  of  devlopment  both 
good  and  bad.  I  would  hope  that  this  can  be  capitalized  on  and  only 
minimal  disturbance  and  development  be  allowed.  This  hope  does  prompt 
most  of  my  comments.  Also,  1  am  disappointed  that  the  continuing  plan 
allows  for  such  an  increase  in  AUM's  which  then  in  turn  require  so  much  in 
the  way  of  improvements  that  an  adverse  effect  may  result  on  the  wildlife 
and  vegetation.  I  hope  that  you  will  manage  livestock  numbers  so  that  the 
rangeland  can  be  improved,  not  Just  maintained. 

As  far  as  access  is  concerned,  I  hope  that  in  addition  to  your  alternative 
C  that  non  consumptive  uses  such  as  photography,  hiking,  camping  etc. 
could  be  perrmitted  other  than  during  hunting  season.  I  concur  that  any 
vehicular  use  should  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

The  report  indicates  low  probability  of  mineral  locatables  and 
leasables.  Don't  open  the  door.  Keep  the  area  closed  to  both.  Likewise, 
your  estimate  of  need  for  salable  materials,  particularly  if  leasables 
remained  closed  is  quite  low.  Saleables  should  come  first  from  private 
sources  and  from  McGregor  only  when  other  alternatives  are  not  available. 
Additionally,  the  proposed  saleable  areas  conflict  with  watershed 
monitering  and  management  areas.  Do  not  compound  this  problem.  I 
strongly  urge  adoption  of  the  no  action  alternative  with  regard  to  mineral 
resources. 


17-1  Most  of  the  planned  rangeland  improvements  would 
benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.  The  planned 
improvements  would  help  even  out  the  distribution 
of  the  grazing.  Areas  that  have  showed  moderate 
to  heavy  use  should  receive  light  use.  BLM  plans 
are  to  improve  the  overall  condition  of  the  Range. 

17-2      Please  see  response  to  Comment  5-3. 

17-3      Please  see  response  to  Comment  15-5. 
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17-5 


Thomas  H.  Wootten 

5840  N.  Main  St. 

Las  Cruces,  NM  88001 

505-522-4434 


Why  is  Cockleburr  Canyon  dropped  from  watershed  management  In 
prefered  alternative?  Generally  I  would  endorse  most  techniques  you 
and  would  think  the  larger  area,Altematlve  B  should  be  adopted. 


1st 


09 
CO 


Your  proposal  to  designate  the  four  existing  vegetative  sites  as  ACEC's 
Is  excellent  These  areas  should  receive  maximum  protection.  I  would 
prefer  that  none  of  the  area  be  opened  for  plant  sales,  however.  My 
observation  Is  that  the  primary  plant  available  would  be  Vurra  eiata.  This 
plant  is  readily  available  elsewhere  and  again  the  proposed  sales  areas 
would  conflict  with  areas  proposed  for  watershed  management 
particularly  If  Alt.  B  Is  selected.  One  exception  here  could  be  the  harvest 
of  grass  seed  If  this  would  be  extremely  profitable  and  add  substantially 
to  your  managerial  funds.  Plant  sale  prices  I  know  are  artificially  low  to 
make  Illegal  takings  less  profitable,  because  poaching  is  so  easy.  This 
would  not  hold  true  of  seed  collection.  I  would  be  concerned  about  the 
impact  that  seed  harvesting  equipment  might  have  on  the  ground,  and 
would  want  assurance  that  collection  would  not  be  to  a  detremental  level. 

Your  proposal  for  monitoring  predator  populations  as  described  on  page 
2-2 1  which  I  understand  Is  Alt.C  Is  innovative  and  very  positive.  It  Is  very 
Important  to  analyze  ecological  impacts  and  the  total  effect  that  predator 
removal  has. 


Finally,  fencing  of  the  Escondldo  Pueblo  area  to  exclude  cattle  and 
giving  control  of  issuing  research  permits  to  BLM  is  quite  satisfactory. 
17-6 1  ^^*^  °''^®'"  "i63"s  can  be  used  to  prevent  illegal  theft  and  destruction  of 
I  the  cultural  resources  In  that  area  ? 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  proposals.  Please  do 
favorably  consider  my  recommendations. 


Sincerely, 
Thomas  K  Wootten 


17-4      Please  see  response  to  Comment  3-1. 

17-5  There  would  be  no  vegetation  sales  in  the  four 
vegetation  study  site  areas.  Grass  seed  would  be 
harvested  when  it  is  found  to  be  feasible.  The 
potential  for  harvesting  seed  would  be  determined 
at  the  end  of  each  growing  season.  Not  all  areas 
would  be  identified  for  harvesting  grass  seed. 
Stipulations  would  be  established  to  minimize 
impacts  caused  by  surface  disturbing  activities. 
Seed  harvesting  would  be  done  in  coordination 
with  the  Army. 

17-6  A  patrol  and  surveillance  program  is  currently 
being  implemented  within  the  White  Sands  Resource 
Area  that  includes  McGregor  Range.  This  program 
is  carried  out  by  the  White  Sands  Resource  Area 
Archeologist,  the  Las  Cruces  District  Law 
Enforcement  Rangers,  and  White  Sands  Resource 
Area  Specialists. 
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MINERALS 

EXPLORATION 

COALITION 

Min*f»ls  Atfvocir* 
tn  Pubhc  Policy 


M»Hfnff  AMrta: 

BoilBS 

767  South  Xtnon  Court 

LBk9wo<xl.  ColoriOo  80229 

December  13,  198B 


Olfica  A(itii9is: 

!700  Younslitfd 

Si/ila  790 

1  akawood,  Cotorado  Kms 

1303)  232-4310 


Raplyu: 

D  Lekfwood,  Colondo 

a  L.C.  In 


Wtahington  Htpratantatbf 
L.  Cowtland  Lm 
MI4  Wasi  Strati 
Landovar,  MaryiandXTK 

(30it32i-srei 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquess  Street 
Las  Cruces,  NM    8B005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

This  letter  constitutes  the  comments  of  the  Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 
(MEC)  on  the  Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment 
(RMPA)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  McGregor  Range, 
New  Mexico.    The  MEC  represents  companies  and  Individuals  engaged  in 
exploring  for  locatable  minerals  on  federal  lands. 

MEC  worked  hard  to  add  Section  12  to  the  P.L.  99-605,  the  Military  Lands 
Wlthdravi/al  Act  of  1986,  to  allow  access  to  military  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
exploring  for  and  producing  locatable  minerals.    All  areas  of  military  bases 
not  actively  in  use  or  containing  hazardous  materials  should  be  open  to 
mining. 

We  find  none  of  the  alternatives  satisfactory  because  of  the  lack  of  assess 
provisions  for  locatable  mineral  operations.    We  find  Alternative  C,  the 
preferred  alternative,  the  best  alternative  because  11  allov/s  maximum 
access  for  leasable  oil  and  gas  operations  and  extraction  of  salable  minerals. 
We  protest  the  exclusion  of  access  for  locatable  mineral  operations  that 
could  be  conducted     under  the  provisions  of  the  1872  mining  \ay/f  and 
Section  12  of  P.L.  99-606. 

MEC  believes  that  the  exclusion  of  locatable  minerals  has  been  made 
because  of  errors  In  perception  in  three  areas;     1)  policy  as  expressed  by 
the  Congress  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD);  2)  mineral  potential  of 
the  area;  and  3)  lack  of  regulation  to  allo\v  the  Army  to  adequately  control 
access  if  McGregor  Range  v/ere  opened  to  locatable  minerals. 

POLICY 

MKC  believes  that  policy  directives  have  not  been  given  proper  emphasis  In 
the  draft  RMPA  and  EIS  for  the  McGregor  Range.     The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  Mineral  Resource  Policy  statement  is  shcvn  In 
Appendix  C-1.    The  policy  directive  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Directive  of 
September  28,  1985,  on  Mineral  Exploration  and  Extraction  on  DoD  Lands 


18-1  Appendix  A  contains  a  copy  of  Public  Law  99-606. 
A  copy  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Directive  has 
been  added  to  Appendix  C  under  Minerals.  (See 
Additions  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page  123.) 

The  BLM  and  Army  worked  closely  to  come  up  with 
areas  that  were  compatible  to  both  the  military 
mission  and  the  areas  with  potential  mineral 
resources.  These  areas  were  placed  on  overlays 
and  the  maps  developed  and  printed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  In  the  case  of  locatable  minerals,  the 
overlays  showing  the  high-calcium  limestone  and 
gypsum  coincided  with  the  Army's  "NO  ENTRY"  areas 
thus  excluding  locatables  from  further 
consideration.  (Maps  are  contained  in  the 
Management  Situation  Analysis  located  in  the  Las 
Cruces  District  Office.  See  also  Minerals 
Potential  Map,  Final  Page  122.)  The  areas 
outside  of  the  "NO  ENTRY"  area  have  poor  to 
little  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  other 
locatables.   (See  Appendix  H.) 
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st*t*s  In  Section  D,  Policy,  "In  accordftncs  with  established  DoD  policy  to 
promote  optimal  use  of  real  property  under  the  multiple-use  principle  (DoD 
Directive  4700.1,  reference  (c),)  DoD  lands  shall  be  made  available  for 
mineral  exploration  and  extraction  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
consistent  -with  military  operations,  national  defense  activities,  and  Army 
civil  v/orks  activities."    This  policy  directive  should  be  shov/n  as  well  in 
the  appendix  (see  attached  copy.) 

Further.  Section  12  of  P.L.  99-606  should  be  shown  in  the  appendix  (see 
attached  copy)  and  emphasis  given  to  the  Intent  of  Congress  in  passing  this 
legislation.      Oil  and  gas,  coal  and  geothermal  leases  now  exist  on  Military 
lands  and  minerals  are  sold,  but  locatable  mineral  mining  operations  are 
not  allo'wed.    The  essence  of  the  DoD  Policy  Statement  of  198J  was  made  law 
in  Sec.  12  and  the  patent  provision  of    the  1872  Mining  La-w  was  changed  in 
Sec.  12,  (g)  to  limit  the  patent  to  the  locatable  minerals  only  with  rights  to 
use  the  surface,  but,  vi'lth  title  to  the  surface  remaining  with  the  United 
States.    The  change  In  the  patent  provision  v/as  included  to  overcome  the 
major  problem  of  operation  of  the  1872  Mining  Lavir  in  a  v^ithdrawn  area, 
that  is,  the  granting  of  fee  title  to  the  surface  of  a  patented  mining  claim 
within  the  withdrawal.    With  the  elimination  of  the  surface  patent 
provision,  control  can  be  maintained  by  the  Base  Commander  for  locatable 
mineral  operations  as  v/ell  as  leasing  operation. 

We  believe  that  Congress,  in  Sec.  12  of  P.L.  99-606,  intends  for  military 
lands  to  be  open  for  the  extraction  of  locatable  minerals  as  v/ell  as  leasable 
and  saleable  minerals.    Any  past  policy  documents  that  exclude  locatable 
mineral  operations,  as  Section  B.  2.  c.  of  the  September  28,  1983  directive, 
should  by  updated  to  reflect  this  Intent. 

MINERAL  POTENTIAL 

The  report  on  mineral  resources  on  page  3-5  says  that  no  mineral  activity 
has  occurred  on  the  McGregor  Range,  except  for  salable  minerals.  In  the 
past  30  years.    The  only  possible  mineral  potential  is  for  gypsum  and  high 
calcium  limestone  and  these  are  more  readily  available  elsewhere.    This 
leaves  the  implication  that,  because  few  minerals  of  potential  value  are 
known  on  the  Range  now^,  few  minerals  of  potential  value  will  be  found  in 
the  future. 

This  Implication  is  not  valid.    The  Range  has  l>een  closed  to  exploration  for 
locatable  minerals  for  30  years.     During  that  time  much  has  changed  in  the 
locatable  mineral  Industry.    Advances  have  been  made  in  the  basic 
knovt'ledge  of  where  and  how  minerals  occur;  advances  in  the  technology  of 
methods  employed  In  exploration  and  production  have  made  and  changes  in 
the  v^orld  demand  for  minerals  have  occurred.    Simply  stated,  no  one 
knows  what  the  mineral  potential  in  the  Range  Is  and  will  not  know  until 
the  area  is  made  accessible  for  modern  exploration  and  assessment  of  the 
potential  for  mineral  production.    Geologic  occurrence  models  suggest  the 
occurrence  of  copper,  fraschable  sulfur  and  uranium. 


18-2  Although     McGregor     Range     has      been      closed      to 

minerals  for  the  past  30  years,  BLM  believes 
mineral  potential  on  the  Range  can  be  accurately 
projected  from  various  locations  close  to  and 
similar  to  the  Range.  There  are  no  known  mining 
claims,  no  mineral  activity,  and  little  interest 
from  industry  shown  for  areas  in  and  around 
McGregor  Range.  There  is  very  little  activity  in 
the  Jarilla  Mountains  which  were  active  at  the 
turn  of  the  century.  The  geology  precludes 
hydrothermal  mineralization  and  BLM  has  found  no 
indicators  present  for  the  occurrence  of 
locatable  minerals.  Epi genetic  mineralization 
occurs  mainly  within  the  "NO  ENTRY"  areas  and 
are  not  considered  because  of  access,  economics, 
and  their  abundance  elsewhere.  There  is  little 
demand  for  epi genetic  minerals  (high-calcium 
limestone  and  gypsum)  which  are  readily  available 
outside  of   the  Range.      (See  Appendix  H.) 
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LACK  OF  REGULATION 

On  page  2-29  of  the  RMPA-EIS  It  states  that  In  developing  the  alternatives 
locatable  minerals  \were  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis. 
MEC  does  not  believe  the  reasons  given  arc  adequate  to  cause  elimination. 
We  believe  the  regulations  nov/  In  force  on  BLM  lands  plus  a  set  of  special 
regulations  applicable  only  the  McGregor  Range  v/ould  allo\v  the  Army  to 
adequately  controls  locatable  mineral  operations  within  the  framework  and 
Intent  of  P.L.  99-606.    MEC  believes  the  locatable  mineral  Industry  realizes 
that  certain  special  controls    of  their  activities  are  n-'ccssary  on  military 
lands  If  a  ^vorkable  relationship  is  to  exist. 


The  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  governing  mining  on  BLM  lands  are 
adequate  to  control  claim  staking,  exploration,  production,  reclamation  and 
patenting  of  claims.    Government  regulations  protect  environmental, 
v/Udllfe,  recreational,  scenic  and  archeologlcal  values.    The  environment 
and  water  are  protected  from  hazardous  substances. 

We  suggest  that  a  meeting  of  Army,  BLM  and  MEC  be  held  to  discuss  and 
resolve  our  differing  perceptions.    We  can  find  a  way  for  the  Army  to 
continue  Vkflth  Its  mission  v/'hlle  allo''A'lng  locatable  mineral  operations  to 
take  place  as  \vell. 

Sincerely, 


''Uohn  D.  Wells 
President 


■MM 
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Locatables  were  eliminated  from  further 
consideration  because  of  the  rights  of  access 
that  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  currently  provides 
prospectors  and  also  because  of  the  poor  mineral 
potential  for  the  occurrence  of  hydrothermal 
minerals.  There  is  lack  of  evidence  for  any  such 
occurrences.  BLM  is  also  mandated  by  law  to 
review  the  withdrawal  every  5  years.  BLM  will 
continue  to  conduct  mineral  resource  inventories 
and  work  with  the  Army  on  the  promulgation  of  the 
regulations  required  by  Public  Law  99-605, 
Section  12  to  ensure  safe,  uninterrupted,  and 
unimpeded  use  of  the  lands  for  military 
purposes.  Control  of  access  is  essential  for 
public  safety  and  military  security.  (See 
Appendix  H.) 
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Srpteiabvr    26,    1983 
NUMUtK      4  700.3 


Depailiuciil  of  Dclenee  Directive 


A5D(MIIA&L} 


SUBJECT:      Miner«)    Ex|tlor«Lioii   and  Extraction   on   UoD  Londs 


References: 


(a)  Title  30,  United  State*  Co<tr,  Section  21a,  "Mining  and 
rtineraU  Policy  Act  ol  1970" 

(b)  Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  1601  et  scq. , 
"National  Materials  and  Mineral  Policy,  Research  and 
Develo|imcnt  Act  of  1980" 

(c)  UoD  Uircctive  'i700.1,  "Natural  Resources  —  Conservation 
and  tlansgcment,"  November  6,  1978 

(d)  Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  351  et  scg., 
"Mineral  Leasing  Act  (or  Actjuired  Lands" 

(c)   Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  181  et  scq. , 

"Mineral  Lands  Leasing  Act" 
(!)   through  (n),  see  enclosure  1 


rUKI'OSE 


Utidcr  reJerences  (a)  tlirough  (n),  this  Directive  establishes 
|tolicy,  assicMf;  responsibilities,  and  provides  procedures  for  making 
DoD  lands  available  for  mineral  exploration  and  extraction. 

B.   ArrLlCADlLlTY  AND  SCUPE 

1.  This  Directive  applies  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Dcfcufic  and  the  Military  Departments  (including  their  National  Guard 
and  reserve  components). 

2.  It  applies  to  UoD-controlled  lands  acquired  or  vitlidrawn 
from  the  public  domain  (Including  Army  civil  works  lands)  within  the 
United  States  and  its  territories  and  possessions  (or  which  the  mineral 
rights  are  owned  by  the  United  States,  with  the  following  exceptions: 

a.  Mineral  leasing  of  lands  situated  within  incorporated  cities, 
towns,  and  villages  (references  (d)  and  (c)). 

b.  Mineral  Icasiiig  of  tidelands  or  submerged  lands  (reference  (d)). 


r.   Certain  haidtuck  ailneraJa  known  as  iocatables  (30  U.S.C.  22 
irlncnrr  (g)). 

<l.   A  class  o(  ninnala  composed  of  sand  and  gravel  known  as  salcsblrs 
(30  U.S.C.  601  ct  sc(|.  and  41  CFK  101-47.302-2,  references  (h)  antl  (J)). 

C.   DUIMITIOHS 

Itic  tcims  used  in  this  Directive  aie  defined  in  enclosure  2. 

0.     roLicy 

In    acconlAiire    wiili    rslnbllslied    UoW   policy    to   pionotc    optimal    use    of    real 
prnpnty    wilder    Ihr    mill  L  J  pi  c-unr    principle    (I)u0    Uliectlvc    A700.I,     relrreiicc    (c)), 
Dnh    In  lids    slinl  I    hv    mnile    aval  1  able    lur    mliiri  bI    exploration    and    extt  action    to 
the   mnximtitn   extent    pvesible    cuiisisteiit    wllb   military    opcrstlons,    national 
delrnsc    activities,    and    Aimy    civil    works    activities. 

E .      Ul:SI-0HSI8MJ  IIES 

1.  The   Assistanl    Secretary   of    Dctensc    (Manpower,    Reserve   Allairs,    and 
Logistics)    siiaii: 

II.      Ilfivc   primary    responsibility    lor   developing  DoO  policy    lor   aiineral 
rxploialioM    and    extraction    ott   DoD    lands. 

b.       Ensnic    lliat    tlie    Mi  I  ilary    Dcpar  linen ts    issue    regulatory    documents 
impleiiteiit  i  rig    this    Uitective. 

2.  The    Secrrtoiies    ol     the    Military    Deiinrtincnls    shall: 

a .  Rnvirw    nrtd    approve    or    di  snppi  ove    rrqucsls    f  roin    the    Dcjiar  tment    ol 
the    litter  i  or    (Dof ) ,    the    f  cdeia  I    mineral    Icasiiif;    af.riiry ,    to    leose    iJoD    lands 
under    43   U.S.C.    155   ct    seg.    (rclerencc    (n))    and   UoD  Directive   5160.53 
(relet  cncc    (k)) . 

b.  Jssnc    rrgulntory    documents    imp lementiiig    this    Directive    to   prescribe 
P'rocedtircs    rel.itiiig    lo    the    issuance   of    petmi  ts    and    leases   and    the    approval    of 
plans    of    opri ations    for   mineral    exjtl oration   and   extraction. 

c.  PormuLite    a    syslcm    for    maintaining    records    of    land    status    to    assist 
the    Do  I     in    mi  ncrnl     leasing .       Ibis    system    slial  i     be    cstnb)  1  shed     in    accortl.nnce 
wUh    Dob   Diicclivc    500P.JI     (tclereiicc    (1))    an*'    Eh.iH    use    cKisting    standard    data 
rlcmciiLs    f  I  Oiii   DoD  5UOU.12-n   (relcrcitce    (m)),    whenever   possible. 

r.       IROCLDUJiLS 


I.       1/    a    Military    Dcp.ir  Lment    cannot    consent    Lu    exploration    or    extract  ion, 
il    also   may    iiol    approve    lesLing    or    leasing.       Exclusion    of    lands    from   explora- 
tion   and    cxL  raction    shall    be    Jnsl  i  [  i  ed    and    sup|>Drtcil .       Availabi  1  i  ty    of     1  ands 
is    sub J eel    lo    certain    coiidiLlons    and   slipulations    that    also   shall    be   Justified. 
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G,..,,,/,,,;    »>.,;. ..-.I     r...     I.<.5;,.R    ,..U„I)).    Sl,.,ll     b<-    .„M«l,.,...|    .„     ,„,„.. ,,i„„„,.iv 

lo    nll^w    ,],,]l,„p    „,     „i(,<^i     ii„.„s    „(     „,(,„■.»!     r«l,„il|„„.        A,  .....linrlv        i  „  1 1  ■  ,  1  ' 

r«|.loi.-Hi>„,    ot    rxliarli,.,,    5lu.lJ    br    ii  I  1  oi,c<i .       I  „,     ,.xa.„|.|r       ,  J  j,.;,  i  (  i .  .1    .,,„  i  n  I  i  ..n. 

»n«iiiii.Hi..l,    i.n.1    cK|.losiv,F    o,.,.,  al  iui,.-.  I    sli.ia,;<-    >  <-.,n  i  i  .■„,,-„l  s  .    .-.ml    .  ,.„l  ;.» 1  r.l 

I.Ti.d!.    m,y    ,r„l.itl    n,    rxrlu.k-    l.a«i.,g   «,    m;,y    ie.,..i,,.    „.,    s..,l,n.-    .1 1 ,:  t,.i  l>.im  ,- 
sUj.ul.ilioiis    CUuW   5i:.4.'i-S,    ii'leiriKF    (j)). 

2.  Tin-    riiiitniy    l)i|.,it  i»„i,Ib    may    issiii-    j.ririils    I  <i    (..Tilii-s    iiilnrstri)    in 
c.Hi.lin  UiiR    scisii.ir    ur    utliri     (;tn|.liys  i  o  I    tpFls    on    f)oll    Innils.       In    unM!;ii,-il    cii- 
(iimsL.intrs,     Ihr    Mililory    l>r|.arl«nnts    may    irlci    primit    a|>|i  I  i  ral  ■  oiis    to    llir    IK.  I 

loi     issn-nir.       Irniuls    arc    oul.jrtt     lo    ll.r    aj.j.M.vol    ol,    and    ro.i.l  i  I r.     irij.osi:,! 

l-y,     ll.r    Hilila.y    IJr,..ii  Inirnl    ,  one  ci  1|<<I .       llir    issuin);    optncy    shall    make    any 
lf.|.nir.l    (■i,v,,oiinitril.il     iiinl    lulluial     slii.lirs.        loi     |>rii.,ils     issn.-.l    l.y    llic    Do  I 
U,r    llilUa.y    ll,|,a ,  Ui.rnI    contriiicd    H.nll    |.,„vi.lr,    uj.on    le.|.n-sl,    rnvi  >  onmcnla  I 
amr    culluia]     inf  oi  mal  i  on    licid    l.y    llie    Drpa  r  Imc-iiL  . 

3.  tSancs.       1l„-    Uol    ipcrivrc    anil   piocesscc    all    mineral     Iratr    ir-inrsLs    and 
Ihrri    Iniw.iicis    sni  li    Irasr    oHris    ant]    lillf    i<.|.i.il     n->|nrsls    lo    llic    riilitaiy 
I)r|..i,lin,„l    roni.in,il.      l  l,e   Mililaiy    Uc-,.ai  Imeiil    tli.n    shall    decide   whrUiei    and 
under    whai    condiljoiis    ils    land   n.ay    be   made   available    lot    IcasirrE. 

"■       (-"Vjj^oljii.riilal    and_CuUu^a_lj:oiisii)ci^alioji5   _I.or    Leases         A-;    the    lead 
aEeniy,     the    Uol    obtains    all"    env.i  ron.„en  ta  I    and    i.iiinrai    dorM.^;?^i;t  i  on    belo.e 
dee.dinr,    to    lease.       The    respolisihi  1  i  t  ies    ol     the    Military    l)r|,ailment    concerr.ed 
when    art, OR    as    a    cooperalinE    aRcnry.    shall    be    lii.,itcd    lo    providiiif,    to    the    Uol' 
upon    ici|uest,    any    available    envi  i  oimicnta  I    and    cultural    iiiloriiiat  ion. 

''■       ?i.M£_?S?l<l''      Tl'f   Military    lle|.sr  liiient    concerned    shall    (urnish    to 
llir    lli.I    available    inloriiiation    (or    acqiiiird    lands.       l)ol     title    rerr.rds    shall    be 
relied    ii|...n    lo.    withdrawn    ,.ublic    doaiai..    lands,    except    that    the   llilitary    IJepa.l- 
mr-nls    shall     i.lrntify    all    oi.tstandilif    ir.teresls,    snch    as    easeme.rts    arrd    licenses 
Vhen    Irtle    j  n  I  orn.ali  on    is    i  iicoii.pl  ete ,     the    llilitary    l)i:parlri.er.l    shall    so    advise 
the    Uol . 


siil.n.i  ts 
or  Mrnr. 
lion  wit 
Mi litary 
merit  a  I  , 
plan.  1 
the  plan 
lio.is  si. 
and   each 


c.       l;li'i5_l''.JJr?I5LL£'J?-      Alter    the    lca.-!e    is    executed,    the    less 
a    plan   ol    operations    ( Ai.|.l  i  ca  I  i  on    lor    I'eirni  I    to   Drill    lor    oil 
r.    I'lan    lor    other    niiiiciais)    to    the    Uol     lor    lechriical     levii'w   and 

I    the    llilitary    Depa  r  In.ent    coircer  rrcr! .       As    a    cooperating    agency, 

Departrrrent  shall  suj'pjy  a|.pi  cj.r  rate  stipulations;  available  en 
endarrjered  species,  aird  cultural  iirloiiiialion;  and  coirrurrcnce  w 
he    Uol     thcii    lormalizes    the    environmental    rorrs  i  dcr  at  ioirs    and    app 

with  the  stipulations  supplied  by  the  tiriilary  Departnrcnl.  St 
all    be    tied   directly    16    the   details    ol    Ihe    proposed   plan    ol    ope 

slij.ulation   shall    be    objectively   justiliable. 


nd    gas 
cool  di  ira- 
Ihe 

vi  ron- 
itlr    the 
roves 
i  pu 1  a  - 
ratiorrs , 


d.       The    Uol    has    the    responsibility    lor    the    culleclioir    arrd   disposition 
ol    proceeds    derived    frommiireral    leasing. 
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Sep    2a,    8] 
4700.3 


C.       EHEt:TIVE   DATE   A»U    IMrLEIItNIATlUN 


This    Urrrctive    is    eircctive    immediately.       roruard    two   copies    of    implrmrntin. 
docuarenls    lo    Ihe   Assistant    Secrclary   of    Uefense    (Mairpower,    Reserve   Atlairs      and 
Logistics)    within    120   days. 


AIL   TllAVEItT'' 
Deputy   Sec(^tary   of    Uefcnsc 


Ericiosuics    -    3 

1  .       Ilelerences 

2  .       Del  iiri  I  ions 

3.      Surimiary   of    Miuci  al    Leasing   Autliorilies 
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tl»  public  interest  to  accept  Juriadiction  over  lands  proposed  for 
rolinquifthment  punuant  to  subsection  ta).  is  authorized  to  revoke 
Ui«  withdrawal  and  reservatioo  established  by  this  Act  as  it  applies 
to  such  lands.  Should  the  decision  be  made  to  revoke  the  withdrawal 
and  reservation,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  an  appropriate  order  which  shall— 

(1)  terminate  the  withdrawal  and  reservation; 

(2)  constitute  ofTtciai  acceptance  of  full  jurisdiction  over  the 
lands  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Intcdor,  and 

(3>  state  the  date  upon  which  the  lands  will  be  opened  to  the 
operation  of  some  or  all  of  the  public  lands  laws,  including  the 
mining  laws. 

SBC  I.  DELCGABILITY. 

(a)  Detensc— The  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  of  a 
military  department  under  this  title  may  be  delegated. 

(b)  iKTTKioa.—The  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under 
this  title  may  be  delegated,  except  that  an  order  described  in  section 
7(0  may  be  approved  and  signed  only  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  the  Under  SecrttarY  of  the  Interior,  or  an  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

SEC  IS.  WATER  RIGHTS. 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  establish  a  reservation  to 
the  United  States  with  respect  to  any  water  or  water  right  on  the 
lands  described  in  section  1  of  this  Act.  No  provision  of  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  as  authorizing  the  appropriation  of  water  on  lands 
described  in  seaion  I  of  this  Act  by  tne  united  States  after  the  data 
of  enactment  of  this  Act  except  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the 
relevant  Sute  in  which  lands  described  in  section  1  are  located.  This 
section  shall  not  be  construed  to  affect  water  rights  acquired  by  the 
United  States  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

asc  11.  Hu^mNG.  nsHiNC.  and  Tfupfwc. 

All  hunting,  fishing,  and  trapping  on  th«  lands  withdrawn  by  this 
Act  shall  be  conducted  in  accoroance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
S671  of  tide  10,  United  Slates  Code,  except  that  hunting,  fishing, 
and  trapping  within  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  and  the 
Cabexa  Prieu  National  Wildlife  Refuge  shall  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administra' 
tion  Act  of  1966  (16  U.S.C  668dd  et  seq.),  the  Recreation  Use  of 
WUdlife  Areas  Act  of  1962  (16  U.S.C  460k  et  se<i.).  and  other  laws 
applicable  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

SSC  IS.  MINING  AND  MINERAL  LEASING. 

(a)  Detkrmination  or  Lands  SurrABu  ros  Opening.— .\s  soon  as 
possible  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  at  least  every  five  years 
mereaA«r,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  determine,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department  concerned, 
which  public  and  acoutred  lands  (except  as  provided  in  this  subsec- 
tion) described  tn  tuosections  (a),  (b\,  (d),  (el,  and  (f)  of  section  1  of 
lius  Act  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  considers  suitable  for  opening 
ito  the  operation  of  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  the  Mineral  Lands 
Leasing  Aa  of  1920,  as  amended,  the  Mineral  Leasing  Aa  for 
.  Acquired  Lands  of  1947,  the  Geothermal  Steam  Act  of  1970.  or  any 
on*  or  more  of  such  Acts.  The  Secreury  of  the  Interior  shall  publish 
a  DOtic*  in  the  Federal  Register  listing  the  lands  determined  suit- 
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able  pursuant  to  this  section  and  specifying  the  opening  dale,  except 
that  lands  contained  within  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  m 
Nevada  or  within  the  Cabera  PrieU  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Arizona  shall  not  be  determined  to  be  suiuble  for  opening  pui'suant 
to  this  section. 

(bl  Opening  Lands.— On  the  day  specified  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  in  a  notice  published  in  the  Federal  Register  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a),  the  land  identified  under  sub^eclion  (el  as  suitable  for 
opening  to  the  operation  of  one  or  more  of  the  laws  specified  in 
subsection  (a)  shall  automatically  be  open  to  the  operation  of  such 
laws  without  the  necessity  for  further  action  by  either  the  Secretary 
or  the  Congress. 

(c)  Exception  for  Common  Varieties— No  deposit  of  minerals  or 
materials  of  the  types  identified  by  aeciion  3  of  the  Act  of  July  i3. 
iaa5  (69  SUL  367),  whether  or  not  included  in  the  term  "common 
varieties"  in  that  Act,  shall  be  subject  to  location  under  the  Mining 
Law  of  1872  on  lands  described  in  section  I. 

(dl  Regulations— The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  the  advice 
and  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department  con- 
cerned shall  promulgate  such  regulaiions  to  implement  this  section 
as  may  be  necessary  to  assure  safe,  uninterrupted,  and  unimpeded 
use  of  the  lands  described  in  section  1  for  militar>-  purposes.  Such 
regulations  shall  also  contain  guidelines  to  assist  mining  claimunU 
in  determining  how  much,  if  any,  of  the  surface  of  any  lands  opened 
pursuant  lo  this  section  may  be  used  for  purposes  incident  to 
mining. 

(el  Clo8U1£  or  Mining  Lands.— In  the  event  of  a  national  emer- 
gency or  for  purposes  of  national  defense  or  security,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  military 
department  concerned,  shall  close  any  lands  '.'.lat  have  been  opened 
to  mining  or  to  mineral  or  geothermal  leasing  pursuant  to  this 
section. 

(fl  Laws  Govekninc  Mining  on  Lands  WrrHDitAWN  Unoes  This 
Act.— (1)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act.  mining  claims 
located  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
mining  laws.  In  the  event  of  a  conflict  between  those  laws  and  this 
Act,  this  Act  shall  prevail. 

(2)  All  mining  claims  located  under  the  termi  of  this  Act  shall  be 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.a  1701  et  seq.). 

(gj  Patents.— (1)  Patenu  issued  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  locatable 
minerals  shall  convey  title  to  locatable  minerals  only,  together  with 
the  right  to  use  so  much  of  the  surface  as  may  be  necessary  for 
purposes  incident  to  raining  under  the  guidelines  for  such  use 
establbhed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  By  regulation. 

(2)  All  such  patents  shall  contain  a  reservation  to  the  United 
States  of  the  surface  of  all  lands  patented  and  of  all  nonlocauble 
minerals  on  those  lands. 

(3)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  all  minerals  subject  to  location 
under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  are  referred  to  as  "locatable 
minerals". 

(h)  Revocation.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  if  the  Secretary  determines  it  necessary 
and  appropriate  for  the  purpose  of  consummating  an  exchange  of 
lands  or  interests  therein  under  applicable  law,  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed  to  revoke  the  Small  Tract  Act  Classification  S.T.04U794 
in  Clark  County,  Nevada. 
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DEC  M  1988 


Hr.  P.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Manager,  White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 

Dear  Hr.  Alexander: 

In  accordance  with  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Region  VI  office 
of  the  Envl ronnental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  your  Draft 
White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  (RHPA)  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  McGregor  Range  In  Otero  County,  New  Mexico. 

Three  alternative  actions  were  Identified  to  address  the  degree  public 
use  of  the  resources  will  be  allowed,  and  the  Intensity  of  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  resource  management  on  608,385  acres  of  withdrawn  public 
land  within  McGregor  Range. 

The  following  comments  are  offered  for  your  consideration: 

As  arroyo  riparian  habitats  fit  the  definition  of 
wetlands  as  provided  for  in  Executive  Order  (E.O.) 
11990,  BLH  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Army,  Is  directed  to  provide  leadership  and  take 
action  to  minimize  the  destruction,  loss  or  degradation 
of  these  wetlands,  and  to  preserve  and  enhance  the 
natural  and  beneficial  values  of  these  areas  in 
carrying  out  their  responsibilities.  Every  effort 
should  be  made  to  comply  with  the  E.O.  with  regard 
to  mineral  extraction  activities  occurring  in  arroyo 
riparian  habitats.  According  to  the  Draft  EIS, 
mineral  removal  would  be  less  detrimental  to  the 
environment  in  areas  away  from  arroyo  habitats. 

Efforts  to  limit  livestock  grazing  by  fencing  should 
19-1 1       also  be  implemented  to  minimize  disturbance  of 
vegetation  cover  in  arroyo  habitats. 


19-1  Fencing      of      the      357-mile      arroyo      habitat      in 

entirety  is  not  feasible  due  to  cost  and  conflict 
with  other  uses  of  the  Range.  Other  methods  of 
management  of  these  habitats,  such  as  grazing 
management  and  surface  disturbance  limitations 
would  be  more  efficient. 

19-2  Environmental     assessments,     including    appropriate 

consultation  and  coordination,  will  be  completed 
as  more  site-specific  watershed  management  plans 
are  developed. 


19-2 


As  more  site  specific  watershed  management  plans  are 
developed,  environmental  assessments  should  be  developed 
and  circulated  for  public  and  agency  comments. 
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-2- 

These  comments  classify  your  Draft  EIS  as  Lack  of  Objections  (LO).  Specif- 
ically, we  have  no  objections  and  concur  with  your  preferred  Alternative  C. 

Our  classification  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  according  to 
our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of  our  views  on  the  proposed 
Federal  actions,  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  EIS.  Please  send  our 
office  one  (1)  copy  of  the  Final  EIS  at  the  same  time  it  is  sent  to  the 
Office  of  Federal  Activities,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
401  M  Street  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 


Rotftfit  E.  Layton  Jr.,  P.E. 
Regional  Administrator 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

SOtTTHWEST  REGION 

P.O.  BOX  728 

SANTA  Ft.  HEW  MEXICO     B75O4-0728 


INRCPLYBEFERTO; 

L7ei9(SWR-PI>E) 

0EC15«BB 

Hesiorandum 

TO:  Area  Manager,  White  Sands  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Hoiagonent, 

Las  Cnx;es  District  Office,  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico 

Frooit  Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resources  Mzsiageient. 

Soutbwest  Region 

Subject:     Review  of  Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan 

AmendmBnt/Bivironnental  lnpact  Statesent.  McGregor  Range,  Otero 
County,  New  Mexico      (DES-88/46) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  find  that  it  adequately  iddresses 
the  concerns  of  the  National  Park  Service.     A  preference  for  Alternative  B  was 
ei^ressed  by  the  Super Intendait,  Guadalupe  Mountains  National  Park. 


^^i^J^^^C^P' 


Superintoident,  Guadalupe  Mountains 
Superintendent,  Carlsbad  Caverns 
Superintendent,  White  Sareas 
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GOVERNOR 

GARREV  CARRUTHERS 


RECTOR  AND  SECRETARY 
TO  THE  COMMISSION 

BILL  MONTOVA 


State  of  New  Mexico 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  GAME  AND  FISH 


SAN1AFC 

■TS03 


STATE  GAME  COMMISSION 

GERALO  MAESTAS.  CHAIRMAN 
ESPANOLA 

RICHARD  A  ALLGOOO 
SILVER  CITY 

CHRISTINE  DIGREGORIO 
GAULUP 

THOMAS  R  AflVAS.  O.O. 
ALBUQUERQUE 

BOBJONES 
DELL  CITY.  TX 


December  16,  1988 


Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  I>and  Management 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Crucas,  Hew  Mexico  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  "Draft  VJhite 
Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  McGregor  Range"  (EIS)  dated  September,  1988.   Your 
staff  has  clearly  put  considerable  effort  into  developing 
such  a  thorough  document. 

The  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  (NMDGF)  agrees  vith  your 
conclusion  that  Alternative  C  is  preferred  from  the 
standpoint  of  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitat.   However, 
we  do  have  some  specific  concerns  that  need  clarification  and 
may  require  revision  or  deletion  of  several  paragraphs: 

-  The  wording  in  several  paragraphs  Implies  that  the 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  has  management  authority 
over  resident  wildlife  and  will  manage  wildlife  by 
setting  hunting  seasons  and  bag  limits.   Although  NHDGF 
endeavors  to  coordinate  and  cooperate  with  both  BL«  and 
the  Army  in  managing  resources  on  McGregor  Range,  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  managing  wildlife 
species  remains  with  the  state.   Both  the  "Cooperative 
Plan-Agreement  for  Conservation  and  Development  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Resources  on  the  McGregor  Range  (Fort 
Bliss),"  dated  1974  and  the  "Memorandum  of  Understanding 
Between  Army  Air  Defense  Artillery  Center,  Game  &  Fish 
and  BUl-Las  Cruces  District,  June  29,  1984"  affirm  this 
coordination  and  cooperation  as  well  as  the 


21-1  The  BLM  recognizes  the  State's  authority  to 
manage  resident  wildlife  on  McGregor  Range.  BLM 
has  enjoyed  an  effective,  cooperative  management 
partnership  for  many  years  and  would  like  to 
maintain  it. 

The  BLM  does  not  perceive  new  authorities  under 
Public  Law  99-606  with  regard  to  usurping  State 
authorities  for  wildlife  management.  BLM 
management  authority  in  relation  to  NMDGF  will 
remain  as  has  been  in  the  past.  BLM,  NMDGF,  and 
Ft.  Bliss  have  operated  since  1974  under  an 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  for  McGregor 
Range.  Since  the  withdrawal  changes  the 
conditions  and  authorities  between  BLM  and  Ft. 
Bliss,  the  MOU  is  essentially  invalid.  One  of 
the  primary  purposes  of  this  Plan  is  to  determine 
management  authorities  between  BLM  and  Ft.  Bliss 
for  inclusion  in  a  new  MOU  to  which  NMDGF  will 
not  be  signatory.  An  amendment  to  the  new  MOU 
will  be  needed  between  the  BLM,  Army,  and  NMDGF 
for  McGregor  Range. 

As  described  in  the  response  to  Comment  Letter  10 
from  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service  (APHIS)  Animal  Damage  Control  (ADC), 
FLPMA  mandates  that  BLM  determine  how  public  land 
will  be  best  used  for  the  long-term  interest  of 
the  public.  BLM  is  a  multiple-use  agency.  As 
such,  recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals, 
watershed,  wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural, 
scenic,  scientific,  and  historical  values  must  be 
considered  in  management  decisions.  For 
wildlife,  recreational  values,  habitat,  and  the 
natural  values  of  the  animals  themselves  must  be 
considered.  BLM  is  directed  to  coordinate  to 
that  end  with  State  game  agencies  such  as  NMDGF. 
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(cont) 


21-2 


CO 


21-3 


21-4 


21-5 


21-6 


responsibilities  and  authority  of  each  agency.   Further 
pages  1-1  and  1-2  state:  a«=in.y.  turx-ner, 

"...guidance  from  Washington  office  (Instruction 
Memorandum  87-303,  March  4,  1987).   ...the 
management  plan  must: 

-  be  limited  to  resources  and  uses  under  the 
Bureau's  administration  and  control." 

The  following  pages  contain  paragraphs  which  should  be 
reworded  or  deleted  to  avoid  possible  confusion 
regarding  this  issue:  S-6;  1-4  #15;  2-14;  2-21;  2-27- 
2-28;  4-9;  4-16;  4-24;  and  4-25.   For  example   on  nao^ 
S-6  under  Wildlife,  the  department  prefers  th4  Sording 
under  Alternative  B  to  that  used  in  Alternative  C.^ 

f^^^^^^.-'^'*^^^?"!^  paragraphs  present  specific  detailed 
information  relative  to  deer  management.   The  NMDGF 
regularly  reviews  and  revises  seasons,  llmiti,  and  aoe 
c«nS^M"^^°"S'  ^^=-'  ^°   ""«=t  curr4nt  herd 'and  range 

d:i^^:^r::9  n,r.iTui  lit  i:iiii^^.  — ^-^  - 

■  nS^  i""  Plan-Agreement  referred  to  above  specifies 
„^^!Kr  ^""^^i  ^""^^y  ^^   "^"^^  ^°  determine  range 

1  and  Mav  ?"  T^^"n  '""^J^^t^^^^   abundance  betwien  March 
1  and  May  1.   The  Department  will,  each  spring,  initiate 
this  survey  and  establish  dates  satisfactory  to   those 
parties  wishing  to  attend."   Paragraphs  found  on  the 
following  pages  are  inconsistent  with  the 
Plan-Agreement:  S-5,  S-14,  2-14,  2-19,  2-21,  and  2-27 
nfM^"?r^»  ^  new  agreement  or  MOU  be  negotiated  between 
ELM,  the  Army  and  NMDGF  to  clarify  monitoring 
responsibilities  and  authority.   The  new  agreement 
should  specify  range  transect  and  wildlife  surveys  for 
both  management  and  research  purposes. 

■  The  ADC  Predator  Control  Plan  should  specify  take  of 
target  individuals,  not  species.  Paragraphs  needing 
revision  are  found  on  the  following  pages:  s-5,  s-ll. 

Appendix  H,  "List  of  Species",  referred  to  on  page  3-18 
Is  missing  m  the  draft  received  by  NMDGF.   The  list  of' 
species  should  be  included  in  the  final  EIS. 

The  Watershed  Management  Plans  cover  86,450  acres  under 
Alternative  B  and  only  48,200  acres  under  Alternative  C. 
Generally,  Alternative  C  is  the  environmentally 
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21-3 
21-4 


As  you  know,  a  situation  developed  on  McGregor, 
between  your  agency,  the  State  Game  Commission, 
and  Ft.  Bliss,  which  threatened  to  adversely 
influence  the  hunting  of  the  deer  and  pronghorn 
antelope  herds,  and  consequently  BLM  and  NMDGF 
resource  values,  on  the  Range.  Since  the  new 
withdrawal  was  in  effect,  BLM  felt  obliged  to 
propose  solutions  to  the  problem  that  meets  the 
needs  of  Ft.  Bliss.  NMDGF,  and  BLM.  There  was 
close  coordination  between  the  BLM  and  NMDGF 
staff  biologists  on  the  problem  and  formulation 
of  the  proposed  solutions  as  they  are  presented 
in  the  Draft.  As  BLM  sees  it,  to  successfully 
conduct  a  hunt  on  McGregor  there  must  be  consent 
of  all  three  agencies.  Ft.  Bliss  has  absolute 
veto  power  over  public  use  of  the  Range  if  it 
interferes  with  their  mission  or  public  safety. 
BLM  may  close  areas  of  public  land  to  hunting,  if 
it  conflicts  with  management  goals  developed  for 
the  above  resource  values.  NMDGF  maintains 
primary  authority  for  establishment  of  hunting 
seasons,  sale  of  licenses,  and  management  of 
wildlife  populations.  The  alternatives  were 
formulated  to  promote  the  approval  of  hunting  by 
all  three  agencies,  while  protecting  the  resource 
values  on  McGregor  and  missions  of  the  Army. 

BLM  declines  to  revise  wording  of  the 
alternatives  as  they  affect  the  management  of 
McGregor  for  game  species,  because  sufficient 
leeway  is  present  in  the  alternatives  for 
selection  for  a  less  active  BLM  role  on  McGregor. 

See  the  last  paragraph  of  the  response  to  Comment 
21-1.  Chapter  4  of  the  Draft  merely  addresses 
the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  as  they  affect 
the  management  of  resources  concerning  BLM  and 
public  use  of  the  Range. 

Please  see  response  to  Comment  21-1. 

All  reference  to  the  taking  of  target  species  is 
removed  since  this  is  within  the  purview  of  APHIS 
ADC.  (See  response  to  Comment  10-2.) 


21-5  The  species  list  for  each  habitat  site  is 
contained  in  the  Management  Situation  Analysis 
available  for  review  at  the  BLM  Las  Cruces 
District  Office.  See  Modifications  and 
Correction  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page  105. 

21-6      Please  see  response  to  Comment  3-1. 
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Mr.  Alexander 


December  16,  1968 


21-6 
(conf) 


21-7 


21-8 


-4 


21-9 


21-10 


21-11 


preferred  alternative  but  there  is  no  explanation  as  to 
Why  watershed  management  plans  of  the  Cockleburr  area 
are  excluded  from  this  alternative.   We  suggest  either 
including  watershed  management  plans  for  this  area  under 
Alternative  c,  or  include  an  explanation  for  the 
exclusion.   References  to  this  item  occur  on  the 
following  pages?  S-3,  S-9,  S-10,  S-11,  S-13,  2-25,  4-21, 
ana  4—23.  ' 

'  The  EIS  predicts  an  increase  in  AUM's  and  grazing 

although  currently  50%  of  the  range  is  listed  as  being 
in  only  fair  or  poor  condition  (page  3-12)    We 
recommend  grazing  not  be  increased  in  a  given  area  until 
range  conditions  in  that  area  improve  to  excellent 
condition.   The  NMDGF  strongly  supports  the  stipulation 
to  grazing  contracts  found  on  page  2-5  "...provided 
there  are  no  conflicts  with  other  uses,  I.e.,  wildlife." 

"  IIl^»f^^^^r  i"  T»ble  2-1  (page  2-1),  do  not  seem  to 
agree  with  statements  on  page  2-6.   For  example,  it 
seems  as  though  replacement  of  17  1/2  miles  and 
construction  of  38  1/2  miles  of  new  pipeline  will  result 
in  more  surface  disturbance  than  0.6  acres/year  (»  12 
acres  in  20  years) ,  and  construction  of  47  3/4  miles  of 
new  roads  will  cause  more  than  1.5  acres  of  surface 
disturbance  per  year  (=  30  acres  in  20  years) .   Page  4-4 
also  contains  several  references  to  these  items. 

-  The  mineral  leasing  stipulations  do  not  include  the 
necessary  flexibility  for  dealing  with  wildlife 
concerns.   We  recommend  incorporating  a  wildlife 
stipulation  with  flexibility  similar  to  stipulation  25 
on  page  C-9. 

-  We  suggest  Standard  Ooerating  Procedure  #10  (page  2-9) 
concerning  raptors  and  vegetation  treatment  be  revised' 
to  read  "...flag  land  within  a  minimum  of  1/4  mile 
radius  of  active  nests.   The  size  of  the  buffer  zone 
being  dependant  on  species  of  raptor  and  type  of 
treatment." 

-  The  NHDGF  has  law  enforcement  authority  and 
responsibility  relative  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
on  McGregor  Range.   Including  NMDGF  in  the  law 
enforcement  MOO  with  BLM  and  Army  (to  be  developed,  page 
2-29)  would  facilitate  coordination  and  cooperation 
between  agencies. 


21-7 


21-8 


21-9 


21-10 


21-11 


BLM  is  proposing  to  implement  numerous  rangeland 
improvements  which  would  help  even  out  livestock 
distribution.  An  increase  in  livestock  numbers 
would  be  given  only  in  those  areas  that  have  had 
very  little  or  no  grazing  use  in  the  past. 


The  figures  in  Table  2-1  are  estimates  of  surface 
disturbing  actions  based  on  averages  over  the 
past  several  years.  Based  on  BLM  information, 
these  figures  are  good  averages.  The  figures  on 
page  2-6  are  objectives  from  the  1980  McGregor 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS). 
These  objectives  will  be  accomplished  as  funds 
become  available.  Over  the  past  few  years  BLM 
has  had  very  limited  funds,  which  has  resulted  in 
the  construction  of  very  few  rangeland 
improvements  on  McGregor  Range. 

See  Draft  Appendix  C,  page  C-4.  The  second 
stipulation  in  the  second  column  was  designed  to 
be  modified  for  dealing  with  wildlife  and  other 
resource  concerns. 

Standard  Operating  Procedure  #10  has  been  revised 
to  read  as  recommended  (see  Revised  Draft  page 
2-9,  Final  page  109). 

Public  Law  99-606  provided  for  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Military  to 
enter  into  an  MGU  to  implement  the  management 
plan.  Incorporation  of  other  agencies  that  have 
authority  for  some  actions  on  the  withdrawn  land 
will  be  developed  through  an  MOU  specific  to  that 
action.  That  MOU  would  then  become  an  amendment 
to  the  new  MOU. 
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December  16,  1988 


21-1? 


21-131 


21-141 


21-151 


21-16 


21-17 


There  is  a  typographical  error  on  page  S-10,  3rd  line 

from  the  bottom  under  Alternative  C.   We  believe  it 

should  read  "...  vegetation  would  result  In  increased 
quantity  and  ..." 

Paragraph  1  on  page  S-13  under  Alternative  B  and  C  is 
confusing  and  should  be  rephrased. 

Bibliographic  citations  should  be  included  in  the 
reference  section  for  all  literature  cited  in  the  text 
of  the  EIS. 

The  tense  of  the  paragraph  "RECREATION"  on  page  3-25 
should  be  changed  to  past  tense  to  avoid  implying  future 
commitment  to  these  specifics. 

A  typographical  error  occurs  on  page  3-32:  Culp  Canyon 
WSA  is  located  oa  McGregor  Range,  it  does  not  "border 
McGregor  Range." 

Another  apparent  typographical  error  is  found  on  page 
4-3:   "Sacramento  Foothills  habitats  contain  H  of  the 
deer  population".   This  Is  the  area  of  highest  deer 
density  (25  deer/section,  page  3-21)  and  contains  a 
significant  portion  of  the  deer  population. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
McGregor  EIS.   If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Jon 
Klingel  (827-9912)  of  this  department. 

Sincerely, 


Bill  Hontoya 
Director 


BM/ j  tk 
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21-13 


21-14 


21-15 


21-16 


Lt.  Col.  Anthony  R.  Laspada  (McGregor  Range  Commander,  US  Army) 

Ron  Porter  (SE  Area  Supervisor,  NMGF) 

Mike  Bell  (SE  Area  Game  Manager,  NMGF) 

Bill  Essary  (District  Supervisor,  NMGF) 

Michael  Catanach  (District  Officer,  NMGF) 

Dick  McCleskey  (Assistant  Director,  NMGF) 

Jim  Vaught  (Field  Operations  Chief,  NMGF) 

Dan  Eutcliffe  (Game  Management  Chief,  NMGF) 

Wally  Haussamen  (Research  and  Modeling  Section  Chief,  NMGF) 

Andrew  Sandoval  (Environmental  Section  Chief,  NMGF) 


21-17 


The  sentence  has  been  changed  to  read 
"...vegetation  would  result  in  increased  quantity 
and ..." . 

These  impacts  are  further  discussed  on  Draft 
pages  4-14  and  4-22  and  read  as  follows: 
"Impacts  of  a  clear  delegation  of  authority  for 
processing  land  use  permits  would  provide  for  an 
efficient  means  with  which  to  incorporate 
mitigating  measures  for  wildlife  concerns  either 
by  the  BLM  or  the  Army." 

See  Revised  Draft  pages  R-1  through  R-3,  Final 
pages  118  to  120. 


The  tense  of  the  paragraph  has  been  changed. 
Revised  Draft  page  3-25,  Final  page  115. 


See 


The  sentence  was  changed  to  read:  Much  concern 
was  expressed  about  the  Culp  Canyon  WSA  on 
McGregor  Range.  See  Modification  and  Corrections 
to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page  105. 

This  section  has  been  corrected  to  read  that  the 
Sacramento  foothills  habitat  comprises  7  percent 
of  McGregor  Range,  but  contains  37  percent  of  the 
deer  population.  (See  Modifications  and 
Corrections  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final 
page  105.) 
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Southern  New  Mexico  Coalition  of  Conservation  Organizations 

3957  Westview 

Las  Cruces,  NM   88005 

December  15,  1988 

P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  St 

Las  Cruces,  NM   88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

Me  would  be  pleased  to  see  BLM  have  more  management 
responsibility  on  the  McGregor  Range.  Our  wish  is  to  see  the 
Range  restored  to  a  natural  state  and  protected.  With  that  in 
mind  we  o-f-fer  the  following  comments. 

I  We  see  no  reason  why  locatables,  leasables  and  salable  materials 
should  be  opened  on  McGregor  Range,  especially  since  there  are 
not  large  quantities  o-f  any  o+  these  materials  in  the  area.  All 
of  these  are  found  in  other  areas  around  McGregor  Range. 

We  feel  that  in  order  to  properly  restore  the  range  to  a  natural 
state  it  will  be  necessary  to  conduct  water  management  projects 
in  any  areas  that  are  disturbed.  Along  with  these  projects 
attempts  should  be  made  to  expand  the  virgin  black  grama  stands 
and  prescribed  burns  should  be  used  where  necessary.  The  low 
Impact  poliCjt  of  blue  grama  seed  sales  should  be  carefully 
controlled  and  a  fair  market  price  charged  for  the  harvest.  The 
revenue  should  then  go  back  into  management  of  the  area. 

We  strongly  support  the  implemantation  of  the  Sikes  Act  which  will 
provided  additional  needed  revenue.  In  conjunction  with  this  act 
wildlife  management  and  predator  population  studies  should  be 
conducted  and  based  on  the  results  of  these  studies  a  habitat 
management  plan  should  be  implemented  throughout  the  Range.  It 
is  imperative  to  reserve  adequate  vegetation  for  wildlife  both 
inside  and  outside  the  livestock  gria^ing  area. 

W£  believe  that  the  overall  ecological  condition  of  the  entire 
range  should  be  managed  for  improvement. 

Sincerely 


aincereiy,  y 


Rcbert  Tafanelli 
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12-18-88 

McGregor  Range  Resource  Management  Plan 

Area  Manager 

P.  Robert  Alexander 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

I  am  writing  concerning  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  for  the  McGregor 


Range  in  the  White  Sands  Resource  Area, 
have  the  following  comments  to  make: 


With  regarrd  to  the  plan,  I 
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Lands:    Alternative  C.   Acquiring  State  land  is  an  excellent  idea. 
What  about  the  associated  mineral  leases  being  also  acquired? 

Access:   I  would  prefer  to  see  continuance  of  the  controlled  basis 
only  access,  however  it  should  include  some  period  in  the  year  when 
non-hunters  could  also  access  the  range  under  limited  conditions. 


I  Minerals:   Alternative  A.   All  mineral  sales  and  leases  closed.   By 
admission  of  this  document,  any  mineral  extraction  in  the  area  may 
affect  special  status  plants  or  animals  thus  would  not  meet  ESA 


section  7  or  BLM  policy  requirements. 


Watershed:   Alternative  B,   provided  the  management  of  erosion  will 
not  affect  special  status  entities  or  require  additional  roads. 


23-1 


23-2 
23-3 


The  BLM  does  not  generally  acquire  associated 
mineral  leases.  BLM  generally  acquires  the 
mineral    estate  and   recognizes   the  lessee's   rights. 

It  is  in  the  BLM's  interest  to  acquire  both 
surface  and  subsurface  estates,  but  in  some  cases 
it  may  not  be  economically  feasible.  Sometimes 
the  value  of  the  mineral  estate  may  be  such  that 
the  exchange  could  not  occur.  In  other  cases, 
time  may  be  a  factor  and  splitting  the  estate 
then  becomes  the  issue. 

Please  see   response   to  Comment  5-3. 

Minerals  development  under  the  Proposed  Plan 
could  occur  on  McGregor  Range  provided  that  the 
site-specific  impacts,  as  analyzed  in  the 
required  environmental  assessment,  are  consistent 
with  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
(ESA)  and  BLM  policy  regarding  Federal  candidates 
and  State-listed  species.  Mineral  development 
does  not  limit  management  of  endangered  species; 
endangered  species  limits  development  of  minerals 
interests.  This  is  standard  operating  procedure 
throughout  the  BLM. 
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Conduct  monitoring  studies  for  watersheds, 
grazing  portion  of  the  range  also? 


What  about  on  the  non- 
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Wildlife:  Alternative  C.   Most  of  the  proposals  are  excellent, 
especially  establishment  of  management  HMP ' s  outside  of  livestock 
grazing  areas  for  priority  species,  reservation  of  vegetation  for 
wildlife  (this  should  include  seed  and  nesting  requirements  for  non- 
game  species  and  habitat  maintenance  for  sensitive  plant  species), 
establishment  of  Sikes  Act  Stamp  program  for  the  area,  inventory  of 


23-4  The  BLM  would  conduct  monitoring  studies  for 
watershed  problems  over  the  entire  Range  in 
coordination  with  the  Army  (see  Final  page  5). 

23-5  Vegetation  sale  for  landscaping  would  only  occur 
in  designated  areas  containing  a  high  plant 
density  of  yucca,  cacti,  and  other  ornamentals. 
Seed  harvesting  would  be  permi  tted  on  special 
designated  areas  only  (not  over  the  enti  re 
Range) .  Seed  harvesting  would  take  place  only 
when  proper  pi  ant  growth  has  occurred  whi  ch  may 
vary  from  1  year  to  the  next.  Mi  ti gating 
measures  would  be  established  to  minimi  ze  any 
impacts  caused  by  any  surface  di  sturbing 
activities . 


23-6  The  McGregor  Range  grazing  program  is  currently 
under  an  Activi  ty  Management  Plan.  Under  thi  s 
Plan,  there  are  numerous  proposed  rangeland 
improvements  which  are  to  be  implemented  as  funds 
become  available.  The  implementation  of  these 
improvements  would  open  up  country  for  1  ivestock 
grazing,  which  over  the  past  years  has  received 
very  little  or  no  use.  Most  of  the  areas  showing 
a  downward  trend  are  identified  for  watershed 
management  plans.  With  the  management  plans, 
erosion  should  be  slowed  down  or  eliminated  which 
in  turn  should  change  the  trend  from  downward  to 
stable  or  upward. 
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predators,   the  managed  take  proposal  for  predators  is  an  excellent 
proposal  under  existing  political  conditions,  however  I  oppose 
predator  control  under  virtually  any  circumstances,  especially  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  livestock  grazing  operations.   The  hunting  proposals 
are  also  fine.   I  would  recommend  vigilant  removal  of  exotic  species 
under  existing  BLM  guidelines  except  in  certain  conditons  which  may 
provide  for  existence  of  exotics  that  are  dissappearing  in  their 
natural  environments  when  they  do  not  compete  with  native  species  in 
this  location,   I  will  always  prefer  natives  only.   Special  emphasis 
should  be  given  to  protection  of  the  Tularosa  prairie  dog  both  within 
the  range  and  in  it's  adjacent  habitat.   This  aniumal  should  be 
Federally  listed  under  the  ESA. 

Recreation:   Alternative  C  is  a  good  proposal. 

Visual  Resources:   I  would  manage  for  least  impact  possible. 

Wilderness:   Gulp  Canyon  should  be  designated  Wilderness  by  Congress. 
If  it  is  not,  it  should  still  be  managed  as  Wilderness  by  the  BLM, 

Cultural  resources:   Alterrnative  B  or  C  are  fine. 

Fire:   Alternative  B  or  C.   Prescribed  fire  should  be  carefully 
managed,  as  stated  in  the  document,  to  not  adversely  affect  sensitive 
plant  or  animal  communities.   Ecologic  diversity  should  not  be 
sacrificed  or  compromised  for  livestock  grazing  under  any 
circumstances  . 


Summary:   In  closing  I  would  like  to  state  that  in  some  areas, 
predator  control,  sensitive  species,  cultural  resources,  etc,  the  BLM 
is  beginning  to  make  substantial  progress  in  sustained  or  improving 
management.   On  the  other  hand,  this  document  provides  extreme 
contradictions  in  the  proposed  grazing  program  which  highly  favors  a 
small  portion  of  our  society  to  recieve  special  privledges  at  the 
expense  of  biological  dive r^^ ty  and  the  sustained  yield  of  the  land. 

Sincerely : 


flelly  Cranston 

i^25   Walden 

Las  Cruces,  N,M,  88001 
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24-1 


24-2 


24-3 


December  18,  1968 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  Marquess  St. 
Las  Cruces,  NM  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

The  following  comments  are  on  the  Draft  White  Sands  RMPA  and  EIS. 

Recreation: 

Under  Alternative  C,  hunting  would  be  allowed  during  the 
prescribed  hunting  periods.  I  think  there  should  be  some 
provision  to  allow  for  other  recreation  uses  other  than  "they 
would  be  permitted  only  after  Army  concurrence."   There  should  be 
a  more  formal  procedure  established  so  that  other  recreational 
uses  would  not  just  be  at  the  whim  of  the  Army. 

Cultural  Resources; 

I  approve  of  Alternative  C's  provision  to  protect  the  Escondida 
Pueblo  Site.   Closing  the  site  to  ORV  use,  fencing,  and  a  system 
of  permits  should  help  prevent  vandalism  and  theft. 

Wildlife: 

I  fully  support  the  proposal  for  inventories  and  studies  of 
populations  of  predators.   Predators  are  necessary  to  a  balanced 
ecosystem  and  should  not  be  indiscriminately  destroyed.   BLM 
management  of  predator  control  should  not  be  limited  to  the 
false  boundaries  of  the  grazing  area.   It  seems  that  predator 
control  should  have  consistent  management  over  the  entire 
McGregor  Range.   I  also  support  protection  of  the  black-tailed 
prairie  dog. 

Fire: 

BLM  should  suppress  man  caused  fires  but  consider  a  plan  of  "let 
it  burn"  for  natural  fires.  Using  steel  posts  for  fencing  would 
prevent  damage  to  fences  under  this  policy. 

Minerals: 

I  Since  locatables  will  be  closed  and  there  is  a  low  probability  of 
leasables,  I  believe  leasables  should  also  be  closed.   Salable 
(materials  should  also  be  closed.   This  would  be  a  more  consistent 
policy  in  preserving  the  overall  quality  of  the  land 
and  keeping  disturbances  to  a  minimum. 


24-1  The  Army  is  the  primary  user  of  McGregor  Range. 
BLM  plans  must  have  Army  concurrence.  The 
Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  of  1986  (Public  Law 
99-606)  describes  how  the  withdrawn  lands  will  be 
managed  (See  Draft  Appendix  A).  Also  see  the 
response  to  Comment  5-3. 

24-2  It  is  BLM  policy  to  suppress  all  nonmilitary 
fires  on  McGregor  Range.  If  fires  escape  initial 
attack,  an  escaped  fire  analysis  will  be 
completed  to  determine  which  suppression  strategy 
will  be  applied,  conditional  or  full  suppression 
strategy.  Conditional  strategy  would  allow  for 
some  form  of  controlled  action. 

As  maintenance  of  fences  and  construction  of  new 
fences  occur  on  McGregor  Range,  all  wooden  fence 
posts  would  be  replaced  with  steel  posts. 

24-3      Please  see  response  to  Comment  15-5. 
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Vegetation: 

II  do  not  support  the  sale  of  plants  from  the  a 
that  any  plants  which  would  be  sold  are  readiV 
other  areas  of  BLM  land. 


irea.   I  understand 
y  avai lable  on 


I  do  support  the  designation  of  the  four  sites  of  black  gramma  as 
ACEC's.   It  would  be  nice  to  see  the  land  further  improved  and 
these  areas  extended. 

Sincerely, 

(Ms.)  Storm  M.  Sermay^ 
3382  Solarridge  St. 
Las  Cruces,  NM   88001 


24-4  The  removal  of  plants  in  some  areas  would  benefit 
rangeland  condition.  Vegetation  sales  would  be 
limited  to  areas  with  high  plant  densities.  The 
removal  of  these  plants  would  not  have  any 
significant  negative  impacts  on  other  plant 
species.  The  removal  of  certain  plant  species 
through  vegetation  sales  would  allow  for  better 
conditions  for  regrowth  and  establishment  of 
other  plant  species.  Also,  the  sale  of  grass 
seed  would  provide  a  source  of  native  grass  seed 
for  other  areas. 
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DeccKber  19 »  1988 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area . 

1800  Harquefis  St. 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico   88005 

Dear  Hr>  Alexander, 

Regarding  the  Draft  White  Sands  RMPA/£1S,  we  wish  to 
Bake  the  following  conments.  We  support  alternative  C 
with  exceptions. 

We  strongly  support  the  proposal  to  designate  the 
pristine  stands  of  black  •  graatna  grass  as  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  concern.  We  also  ask  that  these 
areas  be  enlarged  in  an  attempt  to  increase  these 
stands.  Doubling  these  areas  would  seen  to  be  a 
reasonable  beginning  for  this  attempt. 

We  endorse  in  the  most  enphatic  terms  the  proposal  to 
modify  the  predator  control  progracQ  to  manage  the  take 
of  target  species  and  establish  safety  zones.  to 
conduct  inventories  and  monitor  populations  of 
predators.  It  is  my  understanding  that  at  the  present 
time,  no  such  studies  of  what  you  are  presently  doing 
has  been  done.  We  believe  that  it  is  time  that  the 
B.L.M.  know  what  it  is  doing  before  it  does  it»  as 
seems  to  have  been  the  practice  with  predator  control 
in  the  past.  We  applaud  this  enlightened  step  in  the 
right  direction.  Predators  are  a  vital  link  in 
nature's  self-management,  and  when  they  are  eliminated 
without  consideration  for  their  important  role ,  we 
damage  the  entire  ecosystem  for  years  to  come  at  the 
expense  of  all  of  us . 

We  support  the  fencing  of  Escondida  Pueblo  to  preserve 
that  area's  cultural  resources. 

We  support  the  B.L.M. 's  use  of  fire  to  improve 
rangeland  condition  and  wildlife  habitat.  I  understand 
that  there  might  be  a  problem  with  the  wooden  fence 
posts  being  burned  by  such   activity.     If   it   is  too 


INOtVIDUALS  OCDICATIO  TO  PRE5£RV1NG  BIM'S    "VIID  LANDS 
WITH  THC  SUPPORT  Of  ENVIRONMCNTAL  ORGANIZATIONS 
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difficult  to  clear  the  areas  around  the  fence  posts,  we  suggest 
an  application  of  a  fire  retardant  chemical  or  the  replacement  of 
wood  posts  with  metal  ones. 

We  strongly  support  the  opening  of  the  area  to  non-damaging 
recreational  uses  in  addition  to  hunting.  To  tell  the  truth,  we 
^^"^  feel  a  little  discriminated  against  as  members  of  the  general 
public.  It  seems  unfair  that  one  recreational  use  (hunting) 
should  receive  such  a  great  preferential  treatment.  We  want  an 
equal  opportunity  to  enjoy  the  area. 

We  support  the  protection  of  the  black-tailed  prairie  dog,  the 
limiting  of  ORV  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails,  the 
establishment  of  a  Sikes  Act  Stamp  program,  the  closing  of 
"locatables,"  the  monitoring  studies  for  vegetation,  wildlife, 
and  wildlife  habitat,  and  the  watershed  studies. 

I  We  oppose  issuing  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  leases.  The  area  has 
very  low  potential  for  such  resources  and  should  not  be  disturbed 
at  this  time  in  a  fruitless  search. 

We  oppose  conducting  salable  materials  disposals  at  this  time. 
Salable  materials  are  abundant  elsewhere  on  nearby  B.L.M.  land, 
25-3  and  this  activity  on  McGregor  Range  is  unnecessary  and 
unprofitable.  It  needlessly  complicates  the  Army's  mission  while 
putting  in  administrative  jeopardy  other  infinitely  more  fruitful 
uses  for  the  area.  If  this  plan  becomes  to  difficult  for  the 
Army  to  function  with,  they  may  decide  to  just  forget  it  and 
abandon  other  uses  than  their  own. 

I  We  oppose  opening  the  area  up  to  vegetation  sales  on  the  same 
grounds  as  the  paragraph  above,  and  in  addition  note  that  the 
planned  sales  area  would  conflict  with  areas  proposed  for 
watershed  management  in  this  alternative  and  in  alternative  B. 

We  oppose  any  decrease  in  the  land  area  proposed  for  development 
of  watershed  management  plans.  Specifically,  the  area  proposed 
25-5  in  alternative  B  is  86,450  acres  for  study,  while  alternative  C 
proposes  only  48,200  acres.  This  document  indicates  that  at 
least  86,450  acres  have  high  erosion  rates  and  merit  study,  and 
that's  what  we  believe  should  be  studied. 

In  closing,  we  would  like  to  congratulate  you  for  the  tone  of 
this  draft  plan.  It  evidences  a  willingness  to  study  your 
actions  before  doing  them,  to  try  to  understand  the  consequences 
of  your  policies  before  executing  them.   We  support  you   in  this. 


Perry  RJAimmer 
Coordinator,  NMWC 
3382  Solarridge  St. 
Las  Cruces,  NM  88001 


25-1      Please  see  response  to  Comnent  5-3. 

25-2      Please  see  response  to  Comment  15-5. 

25-3      Please  see  response  to  Comment  15-5 

25-4  One  of  the  main  goals  of  vegetation  sales  is  to 
rid  the  designated  areas  of  certain  plant  species 
which  would  allow  for  better  conditions  for 
regrowth  and  establishment  of  other  plant 
species.  The  sale  of  grass  seed  would  provide  a 
source  of  native  grass  seed  for  other  areas.  The 
income  collected  from  all  vegetation  sales  would 
be  used  for  the  management  of  the  Range. 

25-5      Please  see  response  to  Comment  3-1. 
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2725   Fsirwsy  Drive 


p.  Robert  Alexander,    Ares  ManagRr 
Vlhite  Bands  Resource    Area 
1800  Marquess  Street 
Las  Cruces,   NM  88005 


Dear  Mr.    Aleicander, 


I  hsTe  reTiewed  the  Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  McGregor  Range.  I  would  like  to  make  the 
following  comments: 

Please  do  not  alloK  mineral  leases. 

Name  It    areas    as   ACEC's. 

Endorse  preditor  control  proposal  in  your  preferred   alternative. 

Make  provisions  for  non-consumptive   use. 

Please  do  not   allow  the   sale   of  materials   or  plants. 

Endorse  the   larger^,,    area  of  watershed  management   as   in   Alternative   B, 

I  Overall,    I  favor  your  Preferred   Alternative,  but  do  not  understand  the  reduced 
nnnber  of  acres   in  your  watershed  management  plans   from  Alternative   B  to   Alternative 
C.      I  favor   the  highest  number  of   acres  being  managed  under  a  watershed  management 
plan. 


Sincerely  yours, 


^. 


-  ^HZJLtA^ 


Roxanne  Gunter 
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Mr.  P.  Robert   Alexander 

Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource   Area 

Bureau   of  Land  Management 

I£00  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico     ft8005 

Re:  Drafi  While  Sands  RMPA/EIS  for  McGregor  Range 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

Thank    you    for    giving    this    office    the    opportunity    to    review    the     Draft    White 
Sands   Resource   Managemem   Plan   Atnendmcnt   and    Environmeniat   Impaci   Statement 
for    McGregor    Range,    in    order    thai    the    effects    of    the    proposed    management 
alternatives  on  cultural  resources  may  be  considered. 

I  agree  with  the  conclusions  of  the  RMPA/EIS  thai  the  selection  of  cither 
Alternative  B  or  Alternative  C  will  result  in  the  improved  management  of 
cultural  resources  on  McGregor  Range.  As  stated  in  this  document,  clear 
identification  of  agency  responsibilities  with  regard  to  cultural  resources  is 
imperative  if  effective  planning  for  the  management  of  these  resources  is  to 
occur.  While  the  BLM  and  the  Army  have  carried  out  their  responsibility 
under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  to  locate,  evaluate, 
and  protect  resources  affected  by  specific  undertakings,  the  broader  objectives 
of  Sections  101  ana  liO  of  the  Act  have  not  been  effectively  carried  out  due, 
in   part,  to  the  dual  management   responsibilities  of  the  BLM  and  the   Army. 

For  example,  the  Fort  Bliss  Historic  Preservation  Plan  specifically  excludes 
Otero  Mesa  and  the  norihcrn  portion  of  McGregor  Range  from  Army 
management  responsibility.  No  effort  has  been  made  by  either  the  BLM  or  the 
Army  to  coniinuc  the  efforts  to  inveniory  cultural  resources  on  the  Range 
since  the  sample  survey  conducted  by  the  Texas  Archaeological  Survey  (Bcckes, 
et  al.,  1977)  and  the  J979-I982  Fort  Bliss  field  survey  which  included  Maneuver 
.Area  8  on  McGregor  Range  (CarmichacI,  1986).  The  Escondido  Pueblo  site, 
mentioned  several  times  in  the  RMPA/EIS  as  needing  protection  from  off-road 
vehicle  traffic,  has  yet  to  be  nominated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  or  to  be  fenced   to  provide  the  needed   protection. 


27-1 


One  of  the  results  of  the  White  Sands  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMPA)  will  be  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOD)  between  the 
Department  of  the  Army  and  BLM.  This  document 
win  clarify  the  areas  of  responsibility  for  BLM 
and  the  Army  and  will  outline  methods  of 
cooperative  management  for  the  cultural  resources 
on  McGregor  Range. 


27-2 


Any  nomination  of  sites  located  on  withdrawn  land 
on  McGregor  Range  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP)  will  be  prepared  by  BLM  in 
consultation  with  Ft.  Bliss  after  approval  and 
acceptance  of  the  White  Sands  RMPA  for  McGregor 
Range  and  the  signing  of  the  MOU  between  the  Army 
and  BLM.  The  implementation  of  any  physical 
protective  measures  by  BLM,  such  as  fencing,  for 
cultural  sites  on  McGregor  Range  will  require 
approval  of  the  Army  prior  to  construction  by  BLM 
in  order  to  ensure  the  project  will  not  interfere 
with  the  military's  mission.  The  Final  Plan 
includes  the  fencing  of  Escondida  Pueblo  and 
continuous   Ranger  patrols   for  McGregor  Range. 


27 


27-3 


K;.  P.  Robert   Alexander 
'  December    16,   1988 
Page  2 


If  either  Alternative  A  or  B  is  selected,  the  BLM  proposes  to  include  the 
McGregor  Range  in  the  10%  cultural  resources  sample  survey  of  the  White 
Sands  Resource  Area.  This  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  minimum  effort  necessary  to 
obtain  the  data  required  to  develop  an  effective  management  plan  for  cultural 
resources  located  on  the  Range.  Data  from  the  sample  may  be  used  to 
interpret  and  refine  the  results  from  the  Beckes  survey,  which  according  to  the 
Fort  Bliss  Historic  Preservation  Plan  was  neither  well  designed  nor  performed, 
and  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  knowledge  of  cultural  resources  gained 
from  Carmichael's  survey  may  be  applied  to  other  areas  of  the  Range.  The 
recently  completed  survey  of  a  proposed  Air  Force  Bombing  Range  (Foster. 
1988)  may  also  provide  additional  survey  data  for  management  plan 
development. 

Provided  that  you  have  no  further  questions  regarding  my  comments  on  the 
draft  RMPA/EIS  for  McGregor  Range,  I  will  look  forward  to  reviewing  the 
final  version  of  the  document  and  learning  of  your  decision  on  which 
management  alternative  is  to  be  selected.  I  believe  that  the  10%  sample  survey 
should  be  implemented  as  soon  as  possible  following  this  decision  to  provide  the 
information  necessary  for  the  protection  of  cultural  resources  that  can  be 
expected   to  result  from  increased   public  use  of  the  Range. 

Sincerely 


y4P  U)A^ 


Thomas  W.  Merlan 

Stale  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

TWM:DER:bc/Log   16384 
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IS  ncluded  in  the  Continuing  Management  Guidance 
section  Of  the  White  Sands  RMP  which  .eans  th 
no  matter  what  alternative  is  selected  it  will  be 
done.  Implementation  of  the  survey  will  begin  as 
soon  as  funding  is  available.  The  BLM  will 
review  all  existing  cultural  data  for  McGregor 
ange  pr.or  to  initiating  the  10  percent  survey, 
including  the  archeological  records  on  file  a^ 
Ft.  Bliss.  Upon  completion  of  the  survey,  the 
wht  -n^K^^     incorporated     into     a     da'tab 

wh  ch     will      be     used      to     formulate     a     Cultural 
Resource     Management      Plan      (CRMP)      for     McGregor 
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28-1      Please  see  response  to  Comment  5-3. 

28-2  Please  see  response  to  Comment  15-5.  In  some 
cases,  bringing  the  mineral  materials  from 
off-site  may  be  extremely  expensive,  cause  undue 
degradation  to  other  lands,  and  cause  unsafe 
transportation  conditions. 

28-3  Vegetation  sales  would  occur  only  in  those  areas 
designated  by  the  BLM  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Army.  These  proposed  sales  would  not  have  any 
significant  negative  impacts  on  other  plant 
species  and  any  proposed  watershed  management 
plans. 
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WIUIAM  R  HUMPHniES 
C0MMl«10NIB 


OFFICE  OF  THE 

dimniiBBiniirr  of  public  ^tinbe 


PO.  BOH  11*8 
SANTAFE.WtWMtKICO  BT504  11*8 


December  15,  1988 


P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 
White  Sands  Resource  Area 
1800  MarquesB  Street 
Las  Cruces,  NH  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander i 

We  have  received  and  reviewed  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment/Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  McGregor  Range,  dated 
September  19  88.  Our  concerns  regarding  this  report  are  as 
follows : 

29-1  |l)  State  lands  should  be  referred  to  as  State  Trust  Lands. 

12)  State  trust  lands  are  identified  as  920  acres  in  this  report 
and  the  New  Mexico  State  Land  Office  tract  books  indicate  that 
the  actual  acreage  is  1,009.80. 

3)  State  Land  Trusts  have  not  been  compensated  for  grazing  of 
trust  lands  within  McGregor  Range.  Unauthorized  use  of  state 
trust  land  is  illegal.  B.L.M.  is  in  trespass  and  has  collected 
and  retained  fees  unlawfully. 

4)  No  right  of  way  easement  or  authorization  exists  for  State 
Road  506  where  it  crosses  Section  2,  T21S,  RIOE,  or  for  an 
unimproved  road  located  in  the  Sl/2  of  Section  16,  T22S,  R12E. 
Both  of  these  roads  are  in  trespass . 

15)  A  prescribed  burn  is  proposed  for  alternative  C  which  would 
include  320  acres  of  state  trust  land.  This  proposed  action  is 
not  legal  without  the  authorization  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Lands . 

16)  Mineral  material  sales  are  proposed  for  alternative  C  and 
include  1,009.80  acres  of  state  trust  land.  The  unauthorized 
extraction  of  any  mineral  from  state  trust  land  is  a  felony. 

17)  Chapter  5:  Consultation  and  Coordination,  page  5-3,  does  not 
list  the  New  Mexico  State  I.^nd  Office  under  New  Mexico  State 
Agencies. 

18)  Page  5-7,  Contributors  and  Reviewers  does  not  list  the  New 
Mexico  State  Land  Office  under  New  Mexico  State  Agencies. 


29-3 


29-4 


mmm^m 


29-1  State  land  has  been  changed  to  "State  trust  land" 
throughout  the  document.  See  Modifications  and 
Corrections  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page  105. 

29-2  The  amount  of  State  trust  land  within  McGregor 
Range  boundaries  has  been  changed  to  1,009.80 
acres  instead  of  920  acres  identified  in  the 
Draft.  See  Modifications  and  Corrections  to  the 
Draft  RMPA/EIS,  Final  page  105. 

29-3  Stocking  rates  are  based  on  Federal  withdrawn 
lands.  No  authorized  grazing  use  or  collection 
of  fees  for  grazing  on  State  trust  land  has 
occurred. 

29-4  BLM  has  no  control  of  roads  on  State  trust  land. 
These  roads  are  not  BLM  administered  roads.  BLM 
will  request  a  map  from  the  New  Mexico  State 
Highway  Department  of  State  Road  506  located  on 
withdrawn  public  land.  Our  records  will  be 
changed  to  indicate  this  as  a  Revised  Statute 
2477  road. 

29-5  BLM  will  contact  the  New  Mexico  State  Land  Office 
when  any  kind  of  use  will  occur  on  State  trust 
land. 

29-6  BLM  does  not  propose  to  dispose  of  any  State- 
owned  minerals.  The  initial  step  of  our  mineral 
material  disposal  procedures  is  to  verify  Federal 
mineral  ownership.  BLM  will  continue  to  work 
with  the  State  Land  Office  in  the  abatement  of 
minerals  trespass  on  both  Federal  and  State-owned 
estates. 

29-7  See  Draft  page  5-3,  1st  column.  The  New  Mexico 
State  Land  Office  is  listed  under  "Land 
Office. . .Commissioner's  Office."  The  1988  New 
Mexico  State  Organizational  Handbook  was  used  to 
outline  the  State  agencies  listed  on  this  page. 


o 


New  Mexico   State   Office 


29-8      The   heading 

Contributors  and  Reviewers  refers  to  BLM 
Office  personnel  in  our  Santa  Fe  office. 


under 
State 
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p.  Robert  Alexander 
December  15,  1988 
Page  2 


The  draft  RMPA/EIS  on  McGregor  Range  recommends  that  the  State 
Trust  Lands  within  the  boundaries  of  McGregor  Range  be  acquired 
by  the  federal  government.  Acquisition  of  these  inholdings,  plus 
payment  of  fees,  penalties  and  interest  for  willfull  trespass, 
could  resolve  the  concerns  mentioned  above. 

The  State  Land  Office  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 
this  draft  RMPA/EIS  of  McGregor  Range. 

Sincgiely 


W.R.  HUMPHRIES 

COMMISSIONER  OF  PUBLIC  LAKDS 


CO.  Art  Waskey,  General  Counsel 
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CITY  OF  EL  PASO,  TEXAS 
Jim  Martin,   BLM  Las  Cruces  Office 


DATE:. 


I6dec88 


Mfiu.  Alex  Aposlolides,  Curator,  Wilderness  Park  Museum 

ti..it>-T.  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT.  WHITE  SANDS  RMPA,  McGREGOR  RANGE 


1,    Reading  the  draft,  one  is  torn  between  Alternatives  B  and  C. 
preferable  alternative,  but  with  the  following  reservations: 
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30-2 


30-3 


30-4 


30-5 


30-6 


L 


C  seemingly  is  the 


d. 


BLM  will  have  to  play  a  much  larger  role  than  is  provided  for  in  the  draft.  What 
guarantees  are  there  that  the  DOD  will  live  up  lo  its  responsibilities  for  protecting 
cultural  resources?  To  date  the  area  has  suffered  vandalism  and  looting  of  artifacts 
by  off-duty  military  and  civilian  DOD  personnel,  as  well  as  irreparable  damage  by 
maneuvers  and  bombing  range  activities  carried  out  without  prior  planning  to    avoid 
or  mitigate  destructive  impact  on  the  environment.  How  can  BLM  function  to  mitigate 
the  negative  impact  of  these  activities,  and  the  DOD  be  made  more  aware  of  the  fact 
that  protection  of  cultural  resources  is  not  necessarily  inimical  to  their  primary 
mission? 

Class  11  inventories  sample  10%  of  a  given  area,  theoretically.  The    'sampling' 
of  Fort  Bliss  resources  several  years  ago  was  haphazard  at  best,  close  examination 
showing  that  less  than  1%  of  the  area  was  surveyed,  as  opposed  to  the  '16%'  claimed. 
How  can  BLM  ensure  an  accurate  survey,  given  time  limits  and  'security'  constraints 
imposed  by  the  military? 

An  inventory  of  all  cultural  resources  on  McGregor  Range  is  required  before  any 
intelligent  long-range  planning  is  possible.   In  the  absence  of  this,  all  you're  going 

to  have  is  a  hit-or-miss  approach  serving  no  one  in  the  end.  BLM  training  of 

military  personnel  to  assist  in  this  task  is  an  avenue  to  explore. 

Although  fencing  of  the  Escondido  site  is  admirable,  it  is  unrealistic  to  assume 
vandalism  will  cease,  as  long  as  vehicular  access  is  allowed.  Urged  is  designation 
of  primitive  or  semi-primitive  areas  wherever  possible,  with  access  restricted  to 
BLM  personnel  or  to  institutions  and  researchers  with  legitimate  reasons  for  entry. 
Vandalism  and  vehicular  access  go  hand  in  hand,  as  we  learned  through  hard 
experience  when  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Master  Plan  was  under  way. 

Signing  of  cultural  resources  is  often  counter-productive;  it  pinpoints  critical 
areas  for  vandals.   It  was  found  that  the  average  life  of  a  cultural-resource  sign 
in  California  was  2L  hours  before  it  was  torn  down  or  shot  up  beyond  recognition. 
Nothing  can  replace  visible  presence  of  enforcement  personnel,  something  to  be 
considered  when  budget-time  rolls  around.  (Here  again  is  an  area  wherein  the  use 
of  military  personnel  should  be  considered.) 

Limitation  of  ORVs  to  'existing  roads  and  trails'  has  no  effect  whatsoever  on  the 
minority  who  will  ignore  all  restrictions  and  whose  negative  impact  on  the  environment 
is  not  only  incalculable  but  irreparable.  If    you  want  to  save  any  cultural  resources 
at  all,  you're  going  to  have  to  close  sensitive  areas  to  ORV  use,  period  , with  access 
permitted  only  tc  'personnel  outlined  in  paragraph  Id,  above. 


Alex'  Apostolid 
/Mail  address: 


I^W-^'" 


The  Roundhouse 

262A  Idalia 

El  Paso,  TX  79930-2015 


Phones:  1915]  755-^332  Cmuseura) 
566-233i  (eves) 
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30-1       The  BLM's  role  on  McGregor  Range  is  tJetermined  by 
Public  Law  99-606.   The  Act  does  not  establish 
BLM  as  an  overall  supervisor  for  the  Range,  but 
BLM  win  coordinate  efforts  with  the  Army.   The 
BLM  will   carry  out  its  responsibilities  for 
cultural    resource   management/protection    as 
required  under  law  for  withdrawn  land  on  McGregor 
Range  including  Ranger  patrols.  To  date,  we  have 
no  evidence  that  Department  of  Defense  personnel 
have  been  looting  artifacts  on  McGregor  Range. 
The   BLM   Rangers   will   investigate   and   take 
appropriate  action  on  any  and  all  persons  found 
looting.   The  Army  has   an  approved  Historic 
Preservation   Plan   for   Ft.  Bliss,   including 
McGregor  Range,   to  ensure  the  protection   of 
historic  properties  (cultural   resources).   The 
Army   does   coordinate   its   cultural   resource 
activities  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  (SHPO)  and  is  responsible  for  its  own 
actions  on  McGregor  Range,  including  mitigation. 
The  Army  is  aware  that  protection  of  cultural 
resources  is  required  by  Law.   Periodic  meetings 
between  the  Army  and  BLM  will  be  held  to  review 
how  effectively  procedures  are  working  to  protect 
culutural  resources. 

30-2  The  BLM  can  ensure  an  accurate  survey  of  the 
withdrawn  land  on  McGregor  Range  only  on  those 
areas  outside  of  the  impact  zones  (hazardous 
areas)  and  outside  military  use  areas.  The  field 
survey  will  be  undertaken  when  the  military  is 
not  conducting  firing/testing.  The  plan  for  this 
survey  will  be  submitted  to  the  New  Mexico  SHPO 
for  approval  prior  to  the  plan's  iinplementation . 


<0 
<0 
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The  long  range  BLM  goal  is  to  have  a  100  percent 
inventory  of  the  cultural  resources  located  on 
public  land.  However,  given  the  number  of 
cultural  resources  present  on  public  land, 
including  McGregor  Range,  and  the  funding 
currently  available,  it  is  not  likely  that  a  100 
percent  inventory  will  be  completed  in  the  very 
near  future.  Additionally,  BLM  cannot  guarantee 
full  inventory  of  those  portions  of  withdrawn 
land  within  impact  and  military  use  areas  on 
McGregor  Range.  BLM  is  now,  and  will  continue  to 
protect  and  manage  the  cultural  resources  on 
public  land,  including  the  withdrawn  land  on 
McGregor  Range,  whenever  possible,  as  they  are 
di  scovered. 

The  fencing  of  Escondida  Pueblo  will  stop 
vehicular  damage,  which  at  this  time,  is  the  most 
severe  impact  to  the  site.  McGregor  Range  is 
closed  to  public  use  through  the  Withdrawal  Act 
(Public  Law  99-606).  BLM  Law  Enforcement  Rangers 
have  authority  to  arrest  and  issue  citations  for 
violations  of  law  on  withdrawn  land  on  McGregor 
Range,  but  BLM  has  no  authority  to  restrict  or 
control  access  to  McGregor  Range.  Access  has 
been,  and  is  currently,  controlled  entirely  by 
the  Army.  BLM  will  study  each  site  and  make  a 
determination  as  to  what  form  of  protection  is 
needed  for  that  particular  site.  The  choices  for 
protection  may  include  use 
designation/restrictions. 


<0 


30-5  The  only  cultural  resources  that  are  signed 
within  White  Sands  Resource  Area  (including 
McGregor  Range)  are  those  which  have  been 
previously  distrubed  by  vandals.  The  signs  used 
are  placed  in  specially  designed  holders  which 
have  proven  to  be  more  resistant  to  destruction 
than  previous  designs.  A  patrol  and  surveillance 
program  which  includes  BLM  Law  Enforcement 
Rangers  is  currently  in  place  within  the  White 
Sands  Resource  Area  (including  McGregor  Range)  in 
which  known  cultural  resources  are  patrolled  on  a 
regular  basis.  With  the  implementation  of  the 
Withdrawal  Act,  BLM  law  enforcement  presence  on 
McGregor  Range  will  increase. 

30-6  It  is  possible  to  close  or  restrict  areas  on 
McGregor  Range  to  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use,  but 
only  with  the  approval  of  the  Army.  If  further 
ORV  restrictions  are  allowed  or  if  closures  are 
agreed  upon,  at  that  time  BLM  would  have 
authority  to  enforce  those  actions.  However,  the 
Army  authorizes  access,  determines  the  extent  of 
access  control  it  will  exercise  and  the  degree  of 
response,  if  any,  it  will  use  when  a 
violation/violator  is  discovered.  BLM  has  no 
authority  to  control  access  to  or  from  McGregor 
Range. 
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NEW  MEXICO  INTERSTATE  STREAM  COMMISSION 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

ALBERT  E-  UTTON.  Chjirman.  Albuquerque 
S,  [  REYNOLDS,  Secretary.  Sanu  fe 
J.  f^ELPS  WHITE  III,  RosMll 
GEORGE  BRANTLEY,  Cansbad 
TRACY  SEIDMAN,  Wagon  MourKf 
RICHARD  C.  JOHNSON.  Silver  Cily 
SAMMIE  SINGH,  La  Mesa 
PETER  A.  CASAOOS.  El  Guique 
JACK  D.  COOK,  farmlngton 


BATAAN  MEMORIAL  BUILDING 

STATE  CAPITOL 
SANTA  FE.  NEW  MEXICO  87503 


December  19,  19 88 


Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander,  Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico   88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  September  19B8,  transmittal  for 
review  and  comment  the  Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment  (RMPA)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ElSt  for 
McGregor  Range.   The  following  comments  are  offered: 

Page  2-4.  The  first  sentence  under  the  item  Water  Use 
reads:  *~ 


31-1 


31-2 


"The  Army,  in  cooperation  with  the  BLK,  will  retain  and 
exercise  complete  control  of  distribution  and  use  of 
water  which  flows  through  pipelines  from  the  Sacramento 
River  and  Carrizo  Spring." 

The  sentence  should  be  clarified  to  reflect  whether  the 
"pipelines"  are  new  or  existing,  and  further  explanation  is 
needed  to  differentiate  the  "pipelines"  from  the  existing 
Oro  Grande  pipeline.  Our  files  indicate  that  the  present 
uses  of  Sacramento  River  system  water  include  the  Oro  Grande 
pipeline  which  is  owned  by  the  City  of  Alamogordo  to  supply 
water  to  the  following: 

U.S.  Army 

Fairchild 

Forest  Service 

Moss  Ranch 

Stahmann 

McNew 

Oro  Grande 

2.  Page  2-6.  Under  the  item,  Ranaeland  Imorovements,  the 
fourth  paragraph  indicates  that  19  wells,  77  water 
troughs,  39  water  storage  tanks  and  5  dirt  tanks  will 
be  constructed  as  funds  become  available. 


31-1 


31-2 


The  sentence  has  been  clarified. 
Draft  Page  2-4,  Final  page  107. 


See  Revised 


The  State  Engineer  will  be  notified  prior  to  well 
drilling  and  construction  of  new  earthen  tanks. 
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Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander 
December  19,  1988 
Page  2 

Please  be  advised  that  much  of  the  McGregor  Range  is  within 
31-2  the  Tularosa  Underground  Water  Basin  declared  by  the  State 
Engineer  and  permits  will  be  required  from  the  State 
(cont)  Engineer  for  all  wells  to  be  drilled.  Further,  any  tanks 
which  will  impound  more  than  10  acre-feet  of  surface  water 
or  which  require  a  dam  more  than  10  feet  high  at  any 
location  on  McGregor  Range  must  be  approved  by  the  State 
Engineer . 

j      Page  3-9.   The  last  sentence  should  be  expanded  to  indicate 
Ithe  source  of  the  listed  water  evaporation. 


31-4 


Page  3-10.  The  first  paragraph  indicates  water  availability 
ranging  from  101  to  135  acre-feet  per  year.  On  page  3-9,  the 
listed  water  rights  aggregate  123  acre-feet  per  year  which 
establishes  the  upper  limit  on  water  use  according  to  State 
Engineer  License  No.  01657. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  offer  comments  on  the  Draft 
Report . 


Sincerely, 


31-3 
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The  sentence  has  been  expanded  to  indicate  the 

source  of  the  listed  water  evaporation.  See 
Modifications  and  Corrections  to  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  Final  page  105. 

The  BLM  will  comply  with  all  State  rules  and 

regulations  pertaining  to  permits  involving  the 
impoundment  of  water. 


PBM:rav 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  Ic  HUMAN  SERVICES 


PuUk  Health  Sarvica 


Onun  tof  OtwM*  Control 
AilulU  GA  30333 
Dac«iiib«r  19.    1988 


P.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Hanaser 

Uhlte  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  hartjuess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  Kew  Mexico   8BO05 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander: 

In  accordance  with  the  Hational  Environmental  Policy  Act.  »e  have  reviewed  the 
Draft  Uhlte  Sands  Resource  KanaBement  Plan  Amendment  IRHPA)  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  CKIS)  for  the  "HcGregor  RanEe"  which  you  provided  to  us.   We 
are  responding  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service. 

Ue  have  reviewed  the  four  alternatives  presented  in  the  document.   We  concur 
with  your  selection  of  alternative  C  as  the  most  appropriate  alternative. 
While  this  alternative  places  the  hishest  priority  on  makint  public  land  and 
resources  available  for  use  and  development  by  the  public,  we  do  have  one 
concern.   We  believe  that  any  use  of  off -road  vehicles  should  not  be 
permitted.   Even  though  the  preferred  eltemative  would  limit  their  use,  they 
could  still  cause  a  gross  negative  Impact  to  the  environment  and  they  have 
been  shown  to  cause  high  injury  rates  In  people  who  ride  them.   Under  separate 
cover  we  will  forward  a  copy  of  a  study  done  by  our  Division  of  Injury 
Epidemiology  and  Control. 

Thank  you  for  sending  this  DEIS  for  our  review.   Please  insure  we  are  on  the 
mailing  list  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  site-specific  FEIS  when  It  is 
available.  Also,  please  insure  we  are  on  your  mailing  list  for  further 
documents  prepared  under  the  national  Environmental  Policy  Act  (HEPA). 

Sincerely  yours, 

/ViUSavi'd'E.  Clapp,  Ph.D.,  P.E..  CIH 
0  Environmental  Health  Scientist 

Special  Programs  Group 
Center  for  Environmental  Health 
and  Injury  Control 


32-1  For    the    purpose     of    this     plan,     off-road    vehicle 

(ORV)  is  defined  as  any  motorized  vehicle 
designed  for  or  capable  of  cross-country  travel 
on  or  immediately  over  land,  water,  sand,  snow, 
ice,  marsh,  swampland,  or  other  terrain.  These 
types  of  vehicles  are  required  for  people 
utilizing  the  resources  of  McGregor  Range.  The 
roads  and  trails  which  provide  access  to  the 
Range  are  basically  undeveloped  and  require  a 
vehicle   suitable  for   such   rough   roads. 

The  BLM's  Proposed  Plan  will  not  limit  the  use  of 
ORV  vehicles  providing  they  are  on  existing  roads 
and  trails.  A  total  ban  on  ORV  vehicles  would 
severely  stifle  public  use  of  the  Range  and  be 
impracti  cal  . 
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GARREYCARRUTHERS 

GOVERNOR 


State  of  N«w  Mexico 
ENERGV.  MINERALS  •nd  NATURAL  RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT 

S«nu  Fe.  New  Mexico  87503 

(505)  827-7835 


Decentoer  21,   1988 


TOM  BAHR 

CABINa  SECRETARY 

ANITA  LOCKWOOD 

DEPUTY  SECRETARY 


33-1 


33-2 


33-3 


Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Manager 

Vtilte  Sands  Resouroe  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexarvderr 

Ihank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  oonment  on  the  Draft  White  Sands  Resouroe 
Managatent  Plan  Airendmant  and  EnvliDrOTental  liipact  Statettent  for  HcGrsgor 
Range.  We  cx^cur  with  your  Belectlon  of  alternative  C  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  We  also  have  the  following  oonnaitsi 

Our  Resource  Survey  botanists  have  revie»«d  the  document  and  report  the 
federal  candidate  species,  Aroenpne  pleicantha  ssp.  pinnataeecta 
(Sacranfinto  lixmtain  Prickly  Poppy)  has  saie  potential  for  occurring  on 
the  northem  portion  of  the  range  and  should  be  considered  vhest  setting 
objectives  for  surface  disturbance  or  related  activities. 

We  reoamend  the  eitire  287,360  acres  be  opened  up  to  oii  and  gas, 
geothernal  or  other  leasing.  By  your  own  assessment,  surface  acreage 
distmiMnoes  for  leasable  mineral  activities,  (for  v*iic±i  you  only  assigned 
45,760  to  100,000  acres),  and  salable  mineral  activities  would  have 
ocnjarable  iirpacts.  Justification  for  acreage  designations  should  be 
provided  in  the  draft  BMPA. 

We  understand  that  technological  advances  may  one  day  mate  saline 
groundwater  ccmiercinlly  feasible  for  use.  We  reoomrend  that,  y*ien  this 
cccurs,  provisions  shoijld  be  made  to  be  responsive  to  the  availability  of 
the  water  for  use.  In  this  regard,  we  recomriEnd  that  the  New  Mexico  Water 
Resouroes  Institute  (HRRI)  be  included  in  the  RMPA  "Consultation  and 
Coordination"  list  because  of  their  expertise  in  this  area. 


33-4  |W6  recoraend  you  discuss  the  procedures  and  guidelines  for  gaining 


access 


VIUACRA  MJILDIHG  ■  40S  CalntM 


UANQUEZ  BUiLDING  -  S!5  C#mmo  tf<  hn  UmiiMi 


Otce  al  trw  SccteUry 
627-7836 

M7.59S0 

fcrtvy  Divmiyi 
P.OBc-2167        827  5830 

827.bg?5 

P.OBo.  1K7         fi27-7£66 

627-5900 

M.n.f^p  tna  M.FW»jils 

LAND  OFFICf  BDlUtHNG  .  310  Ok)  S*nu  F*  Ti* 


CAMFOS  STATION  -  SocofTo.  N,«  U«ic«  «T»OJ 


olecti    e3&W5E 


33-1  The  northern  area  of  McGregor  Range  has  recently 
undergone  a  cursory  inventory  for  Arqemone.  No 
plants  were  found  and  BLM  does  not  believe  the 
habitat  to  be  suitable  for  the  species.  However, 
BLM  will  continue  to  keep  track  of  this  species 
due  to  its  eminent  Federal  listing. 

33-2  The  reason  for  different  acreages  in  leasables 
and  salables  is  that  the  two  activities  have 
different  rights  and  time  allocations.  A  lease 
for  leasable  minerals  would  authorize  some 
activities  that  the  Army  could  not  allow  to  occur 
on  several  parts  of  the  Range.  A  lease  also  has 
an  initial  time  period  of  10  years  whereas  a  sand 
and  gravel  permit  can  be  as  short  as  1  day. 

A  drill  rig  may  need  to  be  manned  24  hours  a  day 
or  tank  batteries  may  have  conflicts  with  defense 
systems . 

A  permit  for  extraction  of  mineral  materials  may 
only  require  a  road  grader  or  front  end  loader 
that  can  be  moved  off  or  on  site  or  left  on  site 
during  military  mission. 

33-3  The  New  Mexico  Water  Resources  Institute  (WRRI) 
will  be  added  to  the  McGregor  Range  RMPA 
"Consultation  and  Coordination"  list  (see  Public 
Participation  and  Coordination  Section  of  this 
Final). 

33-4  Access  to  those  lands  opened  to  energy  minerals 
exploration  and  development  would  be  authorized 
by  BLM  through  a  lease  or  a  permit  and  only  with 
concurrence  of  the  Army. 

Pre-lease  exploration  would  also  be  a  permitted 
process  with  Army  concurrence.  The  BLM  would  not 
authorize  any  access  without  that  concurrence. 
The  primary  use  of  the  Range  is  for  military 
purposes . 
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33-4 
(cont) 


Mr.  P.  Rctoert  Alexander 
Deceaber  21,   1988     page  -  2 

to  those  lands  that  will  ultiitately  be  evened  to  energy/irLLneral 
exploration  and  develcpnent.     Vfe  prefer  that  access  be  handled  through  BLM 
rather  than  the  U.S.D^sartanent  of  the  Anny,   for  example,  because  we  feel 
that  there  vnuld  be  f  e>rea:  restrictions  to  e!q>lQratlcn  and  reccnnciissance 
efforts  prior  to  making  application  for  a  lease. 

Oliank  you  again  for  this  c^iportunity  to  comment. 


TB:rjp 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEAOQUAHTERS  tMO  COMBAT  tUPPOflT  OROUP  (TAC) 
HOLLOliAN  AJR  FORCE  BASE  NU  WUO-5000 


2  7  DEC  1988 


Draft  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Comments 


U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attn;  Mr  Alexander 
1800  Marquiss  Street 
Las  Cruces,  NM  88005 


1.  On  25  Oct  1988,  a  meeting  vlth  Ft  Bliss,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  and  Holloman  AFB  representatives  was  held  at  Holloman  AFB  to 
discuss  a  proposed  aircraft  bombing  range  to  be  located  on  McGregor  Range.  An 
environmental  assessment  is  under  preparation  for  the  bombing  range  and  is 
expected  to  be  completed  in  draft  form  this  month.  The  tentative  location  of 
the  bombing  range  is  north  of  tW   506. 

2.  Request  your  assistance  in  ensuring  this  proposal  is  properly  addressed  in 
the  "Draft"  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  McGregor  Range. 

3.  POC  for  this  matter  is  Mr  Terry  Boone,  (505)  479-3931. 


34-1  BLM  has  reviewed  your  proposal  for  a  bombing 
range  on  McGregor  Range  and  does  not  find  it  to 
be  in  conflict  with  our  land  use  plan. 


HOWARD  E.  SOfTin 

Deputy  Base  Clyll  Engineer 


479  TTW/CCV 
833  AD/CCE 
833  AD/PA 


<^\La.din£,i-i.   Li.  out    L^rofEiiion 
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35-1 
35-2 


Please  see   response   to  Comment  5-3. 

Impacts  on  endangered  species  were  identified  as 
described;  however,  goals  and  objectives  for 
Habitat  Management  Plans  (HMPs)  to  manage  these 
species  were  devised  to  address  these  impacts 
(see  Draft  pages  2-19  and  2-27).  See  response  to 
Comment   12-14. 
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STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Economic  Development  &  Tourism  Department 

CarrpvramtJhDiTB  i _l  ■. 


Carrey  Camithcrs 

Governor 


Joseph  M.  A!onIo\a  Building 

P.O.  Box  26oo.( 

1 100  Si  Francis  Brive 

Sania  Fe,  Neu  .Mexico  87$0.i 

Phone:  827-0.^00 


January   5,    1989 


John  Dendah) 

Cabinel  Secrelan 


Mr.  P.  Robert  Alexander 

Area  Manager 

White  Sands  Resource  Area 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88005 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander; 

I  have  recently  become  aware  of  a  commercial  air  transport  Issue  relating 
to  the  White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement , 

I  Join  State  Aviation  Director  Merrill  Goodwyn,  who  contacted  you  on 
36-1    November  23,  in  advocating  an  all  weather  route  from  Alamogordo  to  El  Paso. 

Since  this  matter  lies  outside  the  expertise  of  my  Department,  it  is  unlikely 
that  we  could  contribute  much  to  the  meeting  proposed  by  Mr.  Goodwyn,  but  I 
urge  that  such  a  meeting  be  held  in  the  hope  that  the  various  interests  of 
the  military  and  the  general  citizenry  in  the  Alamogordo  area  can  be  recon- 
ciled. 

Please  know  that  we  will  appreciate  very  much  any  cooperation  you  can 
bring  to  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


/^^)^6^x.-<#*^^>^-'^'C_ 


John  H.  Dendahl 


JHD:]m 


cc:   Merrill  Goodwyn,  Director 

Highway  and  Transportation  Department 


36-1 


Please  see  response  to  Comment  8-1 


This  page  left  intentionaiiy  blank. 
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MODIFICATIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS 
TO  THE  DRAFT  RMPA/EIS 


MODIFICATIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMPA/EIS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  modifications  and  corrections  section 
contains  revisions  made  to  the  White  Sands  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMPA/EIS)  based  on  new  or  more 
complete  information,  changes  in  BLM  guidance 
since  release  of  the  Draft,  or  errors  and 
omissions  identified  through  the  public  review 
process.  Minor  changes  are  incorporated  into 
the  Errata  section  below.  Where  significant 
changes  have  been  identified,  the  entire  page 
has  been  reprinted  with  changes  highlighted. 

ERRATA 

The  following  changes  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  are 
of  editorial  nature  and  are  relatively  minor. 
Consequently,  the  affected  pages  have  not  been 
reprinted  in  full.  These  changes  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 


THROUGHOUT  DOCUMENT 

Change  State  Land  to  State  Trust  Land. 

Acreage  figure  for  State  Trust  Land  should  be 
changed  as  follows:  920  acres  to  1.009.80  acres. 

CHAPTERS 

Page  2-17,  1st  Column,  5th  paragraph,  line  4: 
Change  .  .  .  are  in  43  CFR  36Q0  to  include  43 
CFR  3600. 

Page  2-21,  1st  Column,  2nd  paragraph,  line  7: 

Change  APHIS  to  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  as 

follows:  •  •  .  ADC  Plan.  The  plans  would  be 
prepared  by  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  in  .  .  . 

Page  2-21,  1st  Column,  3rd  full  paragraph  and 
Column  2,  1st  partial  paragraph.   Delete  entire 

paragraph.  ^ 

Page  2-23,  2nd  Column,  5th  paragraph,  line  4: 
Change  .  .  .  are  in  43  CFR  3600  to  .  .  .  include 
43  CFR  3600. 

Page  2-28,  Under  Recreation,  2nd  paragraph,  line 
4.  Add  the  words  bi rdwatchinq.  photography,  and 
iiild flower  viewina  as  follows:   .  .  .  sight- 


seeing,   hiking.    picnicking. 


bi  rdwatching, 


photography,  wild  flower  viewing,  and  camping. 
would  be  .  .  . 


Page  3-9,  1st  Column,  Under  Groundwater.  The 
heading  Quality  should  be  changed  to  read 
Quantity. 

Page  3-9,  2nd  Column,  last  paragraph.  Add  the 
following  to  the  end  of  sentence:  (Reference. 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Grazing 
Management  McGregor  EIS  Area.  New  Mexico.  Page 
2-26.  Water  Supply.) 

Page  3-18,  2nd  Column,  2nd  full  paragraph. 
Delete  reference  to  the  species  list  in  Appendix 
H  and  reword  the  sentence  as  follows:  The 
species  list  for  each  habitat  site  was  taken 
from  the  White  Sands  Integrated  Habitat 
Inventory  Classification  System  (IHICS)  W4 
Database  on  BLM's  DPS-8  Computer  and  is 
available  for  review  at  the  Las  Cruces  District 
Office. 

Page  3-22,  1st  Column,  1st  partial  paragraph, 
line  10.  Change  reference  dates  for  both  Bird 
and  Upham  and  Krysl  et  al .  from  1979  to  1980. 

Page  3-22,  2nd  Column,  1st  full  paragraph,  line 
10.  Insert  the  phrase  .  .  .  to  individual 
operators  as  follows:  .  .  .  can  inflict  severe 
losses  to  individual  operators  in  the  process. 

Page  3-29,  2nd  Column,  1st  paragraph,  lines  6 
and  8.  Change  1987  to  1986.  as  follows: 
• • • (U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  Bureau  of 
Economic  Analysis  1986). 

Page  3-32,  2nd  Column,  5th  paragraph,  line  1. 
Replace  which  borders  with  on,  as  follows: 
• ■ .Culp  Canyon  WSA  on  McGregor  Range. 

Page  4-3,  1st  Column,  under  Wildlife.  2nd 
paragraph,  lines  15  and  16.  Delete  phrase  of 
the  surface  area  and  change  3  to  37  so  sentence 
reads  as  follows:  The  Sacramento  Foothills 
habitats  comprise  7  percent  of  McGregor  Range- 
but  contain  37  percent  of  the  deer  popul ati on. . . 

Page  4-17,  2nd  Column,  1st  paragraph,  line  2. 
Change  .  .  .|3  to  $1.50. 
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Page  4-17,  Znd  Column,  1st  paragraph,  line  4. 
Change  .  .  .$137.280  to  $68.640. 

Page  4-26,  1st  Column,  6th  paragraph,  line  2. 
Change  .  .  .$3  to  $1.50. 

Page  4-26,  1st  Column,  6th  paragraph,  line  4. 
Change  .  .  .$300.000  to  $150.000. 

Page  4-26,  2nd  Column,  5th  paragraph,  line  6. 

Delete  last  two  sentences  of  paragraph;  sentence 

begins  Plus,  this  alternative  would  consider 
the... 

CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 

As  a  result  of  changes  due  to  public  comments, 
other  agency  review,  and  internal  review,  the 
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Water  Resources 

Policy  and  guidance  for  the  management  of  water 
resources  associated  with  lands  administered  by 
the  BLM  is  summarized  in  BLM  Manual  Sections 
1621  and  7000  through  7300.  General  program 
emphasis   is   on  water  rights  and  use. 

Water  Rights 

The  Army  has  reportedly  filed  for  water  rights 
to  60,000  gallons  per  day  from  the  Sacramento 
River  and  50,000  gallons  per  day  from  Carrizo 
Spring.  Information  as  to  the  Army's  water 
rights  can  be  obtained  through  the  Corps  of 
Engineers   in  Albuquerque,   New  Mexico. 

Water  Use 

The  Army,  in  cooperation  with  the  BLM,  will 
retain  and  exercise  complete  control  of 
distribution  and  use  of  water  which  amounts  to 
60,000  gallons  per  day  from  the  Sacramento  River 
and  50,000  gallons  per  day  from  Carrizo  Spring 
of  water  which  flows  thorugh  the  existing  Main 
and  Southern  Pacific  Pipelines  on  the  Range. 
Water  rights  use  will  also  hold  true  for  all 
newly  constructed  pipelines.  From  here,  the 
water  is  piped  through  an  extensive  system  to 
distribute  water  throughout  11  of  the  14  units. 
A  second  pipeline  from  the  Sacramento  River 
supplies  water  to  the  three  remaining  units. 
Water  location  and  amount  is  a  critical  factor 
in  the  creation  of  suitable  habitat  and 
distribution  for  wildlife  and  livestock. 

Vegetation 

The  objective  of  vegetation  management  within 
the  livestock  grazing  area  is  to  maintain  a 
desirable  plant  community  which  is  equivalent  to 
the  present  rangeland  ecological  condition  and 
trend  on  areas  having  good  to  excellent 
ecological  condition  and  stable  to  improving 
trend,  and  stabilize  or  improve  the  trend  in  the 
other  areas. 

Special  Status  Plant  Species 

Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) 
(Public  Law  97-304)  and  regulations  promulgated 
in  50  CFR  Parts  17  and  402  specifically  requires 
all  Federal  agencies  to  use  their  authorities  in 
furtherance  of  ESA  to  (a)  carry  out  programs  for 


the  conservation  of  listed  species  and  (b)  to 
ensure  that  any  agency  action  is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  a  listed 
species  or  adversely  modify  critical  habitat. 
This  is  a  non-discretionary  requirement 
pertaining  to  the  actions  of  all  Federal 
agencies.  BLM  policy  and  guidance  establish 
that  species  proposed  for  Federal  listing  be 
managed  at  the  same  level  of  protection  as 
listed  species  except  that  formal  consultation 
is  not  required.  However,  Section  7  conference 
with  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  required 
for  "may  affect"  situations  on  proposed  species 
(BLM  Manual  6840).  For  Category  1  and  2 
Candidate  species,  the  BLM  shall  carry  out 
management,  consistent  with  the  principles  of 
multiple-use,  for  the  conservation  of  the 
species  and  their  habitats  and  shall  ensure  that 
actions  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  do 
not  contribute  to  the  need  to  list  any  of  these 
species  as  threatened  or  endangered  (BLM  Manual 
6840).  The  State  Director  may  designate 
sensitive  species  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
of  New  Mexico.  These  sensitive  species  must 
receive,  as  a  minimum,  the  same  level  of 
protection  as  do  Federal  candidate  species  (BLM 
Manual  6840).  The  BLM  shall  carry  out 
management  for  the  conservation  of  State-listed 
plants.  State  laws  protecting  these  species 
apply  to  all  BLM  programs  and  actions  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  consistent  with  FLPMA  and 
other  Federal  laws.  Where  the  State  government 
has  designated  species  in  categories  that  imply 
local  rarity,  endangerment,  extirpation,  or 
extinction,  the  State  Director  will  develop 
policies  that  will  assist  the  State  in  achieving 
their  management  objectives  for  those  species 
(BLM  Manual  6840). 

All  BLM  actions  will  be  evaluated  for  potential 
impacts  to  State  and  Federal  endangered 
species.  If  the  evaluation  indicates  a  "no 
affect"  situation,  the  action  may  proceed.  If 
the  evaluation  indicates  a  "may  affect" 
situation  (may  affect  includes  both  beneficial 
and  adverse  impacts)  on  a  Federally-listed 
species  and  the  adverse  impacts  cannot  be 
eliminated.  Section  7  consultation  with  the  FWS 
must  be  conducted.  BLM  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  make  a  "no  affect"  finding  if  a 
"may  affect"  situation  exists.  For  Federal 
proposed  species,  a  Section  7  conference  will  be 
conducted.  There  are  no  legal  requirements  for 
Federal      Candidate      species      other 
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than  BLM  policy  for  multiple-use  management  and 
to  eliminate  the  need  for  listing.  BLM  will 
consult  with  the  New  Mexico  Forestry  Resource 
Survey  Section  for  adverse  impacts  to 
State-listed  species.  In  general,  the  BLM  should 
be  managing  all  of  its  programs  for  the 
conservation  of  endangered  species  to  the  extent 
that  a  jeopardy  opinion  need  never  be  issued  by 
the  FWS  or  the  State  of  New  Mexico. 

After  initiation  of  Section  7  consultation  with 
FWS  on  a  Federally-listed  species  BLM  will  not, 
in  accordance  with  Section  7  (d)  of  ESA,  make  any 
irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources  which  would  preclude  the  formulation 
and  execution  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  solve 
the  conflict. 

Management  objectives  for  special  status  species 
will  include  survey  of  potential  habitat  for 
occurrence.  Management  of  those  species  will  be 
consistent  with  recovery  plans,  regulations,  and 
policy  as  described  above. 

Fort  Bliss  will  be  responsible  for  compliance 
with  requirements  for  conservation  and  protection 
of  listed  species  with  regard  to  their  actions 
under  Section  7  of  ESA  and  implementation  of  all 
Recovery  Plans  on  Army  fee-owned  land  on  McGregor 
Range.  BLM  will  be  responsible  for 
implementation  of  all  Endangered  Species  Recovery 
Plans  for  withdrawn  public  land  on  McGregor  Range 
and  compliance  with  requirements  for  conservation 
and  protection  of  listed  species  with  regard  to 
all  BLM  actions  under  Section  7  of  ESA. 


grazing  area  is  shown  on  Map  2-1.  The  Act  of 
1986  provided  for  the  continuation  of  grazing 
pursuant  to  applicable  law  and  executive  orders 
where  permitted  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
Public  Law  99-606.  The  objectives  of  the  grazing 
management  program  on  McGregor  Range  are  to 
maintain  the  present  rangeland  condition  which  is 
the  desired  plant  community  and  maintain  the 
trend  on  areas  having  good  to  excellent 
ecological  condition  and  stable  to  improving 
trend,  and  stabilize  or  improve  the  trend  in 
other  areas;  and  increase  the  harvest  of  forage 
production  from  49,877  animal  unit  months  (AUMs) 
to  60,000  AUMs  for  utilization  by  cattle,  deer, 
and  pronghorn  antelope.  The  objectives  can  be 
accomplished  through  careful  planning,  giving 
attention  to  proper  placement  of  rangeland 
improvements,  distribution  of  salt  and  other 
supplements,  distribution  of  livestock,  kind  and 
class  of  livestock,  number  of  livestock,  and 
season  of  use.  Additional  information  is 
contained  in  the  McGregor  Grazing  EIS  (BLM  1980) 
and  the  McGregor  Range  Activity  Management  Plan 
(BLM  1982). 

Previous  Decisions 

The  following  list  is  a  summary  of  previous 
decisions  for  McGregor  Range  as  described  in  the 
White  Sands  RMP  (see  Appendix  B)  that  will 
continue  to  be  implemented.  These  decisions  have 
been  consolidated  into  four  sections  to  be 
consistent  with  the  RMP  format.  The  original 
intent  has  not  been  changed,  rather  clarified, 
and  summarized. 


Livestock  Grazing 


Administrative  Procedures 


Under  continuing  management  guidance,  the 
existing  livestock  grazing  program  on  McGregor 
Range  will  continue.  Public  Land  Order  (PLC)  No. 
1470  of  August  21,  1957  withdrew  public  land  on 
McGregor  Range  for  the  use  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army  (DOA)  as  a  missile  testing  range. 
Section  4(e)  of  PLC  No.  1470  provided  that 
grazing  use  be  allowed  if  compatible  with  the 
military  purposes.  A  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU)  between  the  DOA  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  was  signed  in  1966 
which  provided  for  Co-use  grazing  on  McGregor 
Range.  These  lands  are  administered  by  the  BLM, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of 
June  28,  1934  (48  Stat.  1269,  43  U.S.C.  315,  et. 
seq.),  as  amended.   The  McGregor  Range  livestock 


McGregor  Range  consists  of  608,385  total  acres 
with  271,000  acres  being  grazed  by  livestock.  As 
at  present,  no  livestock  grazing  will  be  allowed 
on  the  remainder  of  McGregor  Range  outside  of  the 
current  livestock  grazing  area.  Authorization  to 
graze  livestock  will  continue  to  be  granted  by 
competitive  bidding  at  public  auction  through 
grazing  contract. 

A  stipulation  to  the  grazing  contracts  is  as 
follows:  BLM  will  manage  livestock  distribution 
by  rotating  access  to  water  supplies,  provided 
there  are  no  conflicts  with  other  uses,  i.e., 
wildl  ife. 

Other  proper  range  management  practices  may  be 
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developed  by  NMDGF,  with  input  from  BLM,  provides 
specific  goals  and  objectives  for  management  of 
wildlife  throughout  the  State. 

Other  Standard  Operating  Procedures  For  All  BLM 
Actions  On  McGregor  Range 

1.  Wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  needs  will  be 
considered  during  site-specific  planning  for  all 
actions. 

2.  Stipulations  developed  through  consultation 
with  NMDGF  under  the  current  Master  MOU  will  be 
attached  to  project  authorizations. 


3.    Habitat 


improvement   projects 
implemented   where 
identified 


will 
will 


be 
be 


in 


necessary  and 
HMPs,  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  Plans  (CRMPs),  Recovery  Plans,  Sikes 
Act  Comprehensive  Plans,  or  other  appropriate 
wildlife  planning  documents. 

4.  Livestock  water  developments  will  be  designed 
to  provide  for  wildlife  needs. 

5.  Livestock  water  will  be  available  yearlong 
for  wildlife  use 

6.  New  fences  will  be  constructed  according  to 
current  guidance  and  District  policy  to  minimize 
impact  on  big  game  species. 

7.  Existing  fences  will  be  modified  as  needed 
after  identification  in  activity  plans  to  conform 
to  accepted  fencing  standards  for  big  game. 

8.  Right-of-way  fences  for  State  highways  will 
be  constructed  in  accordance  with  standards 
outlined  in  the  1981  or  subsequent  MOU  between 
BLM  and  the  New  Mexico  State  Highway  Commission 
so  as  not  to  limit  movement  of  big  game  species. 

9.  Vegetation  treatment  projects  will  be 
designed  to  minimize  impacts  on  wildlife  and  to 
improve  habitat,  especially  pronghorn  antelope, 
whenever  project  and  wildlife  objectives  are 
compatible. 


10.  During  nesting 
will  be  conducted 
vegetation  treatment 
within  a  minimum  of 
nests  so  they  will 


season,  a  raptor  inventory 

on   areas   proposed   for 

to  identify  and  flag  land 

1/4  mile  radius  of  active 

not  be  disturbed  by  the 


proposed  treatment.  The  size  of  the  buffer  zone 


I  will  be  dependent  on  the  species  of  raptor  and 
I  type  of  treatment.   Important  raptor  breeding 
areas  will  be  avoided  during  nesting  season. 

11.  Raptors  will  be  protected  by  requiring  all 
new  powerlines  to  be  constructed  to 
"electrocution  proof"  standards.  Problem 
powerlines  will  be  identified  and  modifications 
recommended  to  the  owners. 

12.  The  construction  of  new  roads  into  crucial 
wildlife  habitats  (Sacramento  Foothills  deer 
areas  and  Mesa  Grasslands  and  Hills  pronghorn 
antelope  areas)  for  public  transportation  will  be 
avoided.  Permanent  or  seasonal  road  closures  may 
be  instituted  where  problems  exist  or  are 
expected.  Such  closures  will  be  coordinated  with 
Fort  Bliss. 

13.  Restrictions  on  natural  resource  permits, 
leases,  and  casual  use  actions  (such  as  seasonal 
restrictions,  seismic  exploration,  or  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations  on  oil  and  gas  leases)  may 
be  instituted  to  protect  wildlife  sensitive  to 
disturbance. 

14.  In  support  of  State  Game  Regulations,  there 
will  be  no  parking  or  camping  during  any  hunting 
season,  except  in  established  camp  sites,  within 
300  yards  of  any  livestock  or  wildlife  water  on 
McGregor  Range. 

15.  As  at  present,  water  for  wildlife  will  be 
provided  year-round  in  each  pasture. 

Recreation 

Recreation  programs  are  managed  according  to 
multiple-use  principles  unless  otherwise 

specified  by  law  or  BLM  policy.  The  objectives 
of  the  program  are  to  ensure  the  availability, 
where  possible,  of  quality  outdoor  recreation 
opportunities.  However,        opportunities        are 

limited  because  of  the  military  mission  having 
priority. 

The  BLM  utilizes  the  Recreation  Opportunity 
Spectrum  (ROS)  as  a  framework  for  defining 
outdoor  recreation  opportunity  environments.  It 
is  the  management  tool  for  inventory,  planning, 
and  administration  of  outdoor  recreation 
resources  on  public  land.  A  general  description 
of  the  ROS  classes  is  contained  in  Appendix  D. 
Of    the    six    ROS    classes,     three    ROS    classes    are 
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Wildlife 

Under  Alternative  C,  existing  forage  use  for 
wildlife  would  continue  within  the  livestock 
grazing  area  (see  discussion  under  the  Continuing 
Management  Guidance  section  of  this  Chapter),  and 
also  adequate  vegetation  would  be  reserved  for 
wildlife  forage  and  cover  outside  of  the 
livestock  grazing  area,  in  areas  consistent  with 
military  missions. 

The  existing  Co-Use  Area  HMP  would  be  revised  to 
include  the  Mesa  Grassland,  Mesa  Hill,  Arroyo 
Riparian,  Desert  Hills  and  Outwash,  and  Basin 
habitat  sites  in  the  Otero  Mesa  Antelope  HMP  (see 
Map  2-5),  consistent  with  the  military  mission 
and  activities.  The  goals  of  the  Otero  Mesa 
Antelope  HMP  on  McGregor  Range  would  be  to  (1) 
maintain  the  grassland  habitats  of  Otero  Mesa  in 
good  to  excellent  ecological  condition;  (2) 
provide  stable  habitat  for  endangered  species; 
(3)  provide  stable  habitat  to  maintain  a 
pronghorn  antelope  population  of  700  to  750 
animals;  and  (4)  minimize  disturbance  of  Arroyo 
Riparian  habitats  for  endangered  species  and 
non-game  birds.  Objectives  of  the  HMP  would 
include  (1)  review  of  the  Co-Use  Area  AMP  to 
recommend  adjustments  to  grazing  management  as 
needed;         (2)  develop        additional         fencing 

guidelines  if  needed;  (3)  manage  the  Mesa 
Grassland  and  Mesa  Hill  habitats  to  benefit 
pronghorn  antelope  and  grassland  threatened  and 
endangered  species  using  prescribed  fire  (see  Map 
2-5);  (4)  minimize  disturbance  to  Arroyo  Riparian 
habitats;  and  (5)  provide  stable  habitat  and 
populations  of  black-tailed  prairie  dogs  for 
ecosystem  maintenance  and  wildlife  research 
purposes  and  nominate  prairie  dog  populations  in 
Otero  County  as  BLM-sensitive. 

The  existing  Co-Use  Area  HMP  would  also  be 
revised  for  that  area  outside  of  the  Otero  Mesa 
Antelope  HMP  area  discussed  above  (see  Map  2-5). 
This  revision  would  have  the  following 
objectives:  (1)  determine  the  success  of 
implemented  management  actions  for  deer  and  other 
priority  species  and  establish  new  objectives 
which  should  include  but  not  be  limited  to 
maintaining  habitat  to  support  4,000  deer;  (2) 
minimize  disturbance  of  Arroyo  Riparian  habitats; 
(3)  evaluate  factors  affecting  the  deer  herd  off 
of  McGregor  Range  and  implications  related  to 
habitat  condition  on  the  Range;  (4)  manage  the 
Sacramento    Foothills    habitats    for    mule    deer    and 


other  priority  species  using  prescribed  fire  (see 
Map  2-4);  (5)  review  the  Co-Use  Area  AMP  and 
recommend  adjustments  to  grazing  management  if 
needed;  (6)  enhance  small  game  populations  and 
habitats;  and  (7)  coordinate  the  removal  of 
exotic  species  from  the  area  with  the  Army  and 
NMDGF  and  provide  public  hunts  where  possible. 

A  Tularosa  Basin  HMP  would  be  developed  to  manage 
all  habitats  outside  of  the  livestock  grazing 
area  (see  Map  2-5),  especially  the  Arroyo 
Riparian  habitats,  for  priority  species  (and 
non-game  birds  in  Arroyo  Riparian  habitats)  in 
close  coordination  with  the  Army  and  NMDGF. 

Objectives  of  the  HMP  would  be  to  (1)  provide 
for  sustained  populations  of  game  species;  (2) 
manage  habitats  as  natural  systems  and  maintain 
or  improve  conditions  for  priority  species  and 
non-game  species;  (3)  develop  measures  to 
minimize,  mitigate,  and  reclaim  damage  to  Arroyo 
Riparian  habitats,  in  coordination  with  the  Army; 
(4)  coordinate  the  removal  of  exotic  species 
from  the  area  with  the  Army  and  NMDGF  and  provide 
hunts  where  possible. 

Monitoring  studies  for  wildlife  and  wildlife 
habitat  would  be  conducted  over  the  entire 
McGregor  Range.  The  objectives  of  the  monitoring 
studies  would  be  to  determine  populations, 
density  estimates,  or  indices  of  priority  species 
and  to  track  sensitive  habitats.  The  monitoring 
studies  would  include  coordination  with  the  Army 
for  (1)  flights  for  game  counts;  (2)  flights 
for  habitat  evaluation;  (3)  field  trips  for 
habitat  reconnaisance;  and  (4)  use  of  approved 
aerial  photography  for  documentation  of  habitat 
conditions.  The  BLM  and  the  Army  may  coordinate 
and  exchange  data  to  benefit  the  programs  of  both 
agencies  and  increase  the  management  efficiency 
on  McGregor  Range. 

A  Sikes  Act  Stamp  program  would  be  established  on 
McGregor  Range  for  regular  licensees  in 
coordination  with  the  Army,  NMDGF,  and  New  Mexico 
Game  Commission.  The  Stamp  program  would 
interact  with  inventories,  research  needs,  and 
HMPs  on  McGregor  Range.  (See  Appendix  G  for  a 
description  of  Sikes  Act  Stamp  Programs.) 

Under  Alternative  C,  BLM  would  authorize  ADC 
activities  on  McGregor  Range  in  accordance  with 
the  national  MOU  between  USDA  APHIS  (New  Mexico 
ADC     Program)      and     BLM     and     through     the     annual 
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District  ADC  Plan.  The  plan  would  be  prepared  by 
the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program  in  coordination  with 
BLM,  Ft.  Bliss,  and  NMDGF  based  on  information 
provided  by  contractor  contacts  to  them. 
Population  monitoring  would  be  conducted  by  BLM, 
in  coordination  with  the  New  Mexico  ADC  Program, 
for  predators  and  other  potentially  destructive 
animals  to  determine  the  ecological 
interrelationships  of  animal  damage  control  for 
resource  management  decisions. 

Under  this  alternative,  deer  hunting  on  McGregor 
Range  would  be  conducted  during  the  Fort  Bliss 
Christmas  break  (typically  the  last  2  weeks  of 
December)  consistent  with  Fort  Bliss  mission 
requirements  and  resource  management  goals, 
objectives,  protection,  and  based  on  principles 
of  sound  deer  management  and  computer  modeling  by 
NMDGF.  The  goal  for  deer  management  on  McGregor 
would  be  to  provide  limited  recreation 
opportunities  for  large  bucks  while  maintaining  a 
productive,  balanced  deer  population  and  healthy 
habitat  conditions  consistent  with  military 
missions.  Antelope  hunts  would  be  conducted 
annually  during  October,  after  rut  but  before 
horn  shed  consistent  with  military  missions.  The 
goal  for  antelope  management  on  McGregor  would  be 
to  provide  for  quality  (large  buck)  recreation 
activities  by  maintaining  or  improving  herd  size 
and  characteristics.  Hunting  permits  for  both 
deer  and  antelope  would  be  allocated  by  NMDGF 
based  on  harvest  of  40  percent  of  the  adult  buck 
population.  Herd  reduction  hunts  may  be 
conducted  periodically  to  reduce  the  total 
population.  Other  game  and  furbearer  species  may 
be  hunted  consistent  with  management  objectives. 
State  regulations,  the  military  mission,  and  in 
areas  identified  on  an  annual  basis  by  the  BLM, 
NMDGF,  and  Fort  Bliss  as  open  for  hunting.  The 
BLM  may  use  authority  under  43  CFR  Part  24  to 
cancel  hunts,  in  consultation  with  NMDGF,  if 
hunts  would  adversely  affect  management  and 
protection  of  wildlife,  habitat,  recreation 
resources,  or  public  safety.  Fort  Bliss  may 
cancel  hunts  if  conflicts  with  military  missions 
occur. 

Recreation 

Under  Alternative  C,  public  access  would  be 
allowed  if  and  when  a  hunt  is  conducted 
consistent  with  resource  management  objectives 
and  other  controlled  uses.  Hunting  would  only  be 
allowed   during   the   prescribed   time   periods 


identified  under  the  Wildlife  Section  of  this 
alternative. 

Recreation  uses  other  than  hunting  would 
occasionally  be  permitted  only  after  Army 
concurrence.  These  occasional  uses  such  as 
sightseeing,  hiking,  picnicking,  and  camping, 
would  be  controlled  by  BLM  according  to  the 
following  management  practices: 

-  Adhere  to  Army  check-in  and  check-out 
requirements. 

-  Develop  a  signing  and  information  program 
to  educate  users. 

-  Provide  access  in  the  area  by  maintaining 
existing  roads  in  passable  condition. 

ORV  use,  when  access  is  authorized  by  the  Army, 
would  be  "limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails" 
on  608,345  acres.  Designated  roads  would  be 
identified  on  a  case-by-case  basis  depending  on 
the  need  for  access  for  the  activity  involved. 
The  Army  impact  areas  are  off-limits  to 
recreation.  This  designation  would  be  primarily 
for  public  safety  and  the  protection  of  watershed 
resources  and  cultural  resources. 

The  Escondida  Pueblo  Site  (40  acres)  would  be 
designated  as  "  closed"  to  ORV  use  for  the 
protection  of  cultural  resources. 

Visual  Resources 

Management  of  visual  resources  on  McGregor  Range 
would  continue  as  described  under  the  Continuing 
Management  Guidance  section  of  this  Chapter. 

Wilderness 

The  Culp  Canyon  WSA  would  continue  to  be  managed 
under  IMP  guidelines,  pending  Congressional 
determination.  For  more  detail,  see  the 
wilderness  discussion  under  the  Continuing 
Management  Guidance  section  of  this  Chapter. 

Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resource  management  would  continue  as 
described  under  the  Continuing  Management 
Guidance  section  of  this  Chapter. 

Under  Alternative  C,  the  Escondida  Pueblo  site 
(40  acres)  would  be  fenced  to  exclude  livestock 
grazing  and  other  surface  disturbing  uses.   The 
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reimburse  the  BLM  for  the  costs  of  any  such 
assi  stance. 

The  BLM  may  use  prescribed  fire  in  identified 
areas  (220,800  acres,  see  Map  2-5)  to  improve 
rangeland  condition  and  wildlife  habitat. 
Prescribed  burn  plans  and  site-specific  EAs  would 
be  developed.  The  areas  to  be  burned  would  be 
mapped  and  flagged.  A  fire  suppression  crew 
would  be  available  to  monitor  the  burns.  All 
prescribed  burns  would  be  coordinated  with  the 
Army.  No  prescribed  burns  would  be  conducted  on 
lands  containing  unexploded  ordnances  or  lands 
used  exclusively  for  military  activities. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  BUT  ELIMINATED  FROM 
DETAILED  ANALYSIS 

In  developing  the  alternatives,  the  following 
proposals  were  brought  up,  discussed,  and 
subsequently  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis 
for  the  reasons  specified  below. 

Locatable  Minerals 

Opening  McGregor  Range  to  locatable  mineral 
exploration  and  development  was  considered,  but 
was  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  because  it 
was  determined  that  it  could  interfere  with 
military  missions  and  violate  safety  and  security 
concerns.  Locatable  minerals  are  managed  under 
the  Mining  Law  of  1872  and  the  Surface  Management 
Regulations  (43  CFR  3809).  Access  and  approval 
requirements  for  locatable  minerals  differ  from 
other  mineral  use  authorizations  because  the 
Mining  Law  of  1872  provides  rights  of  access  and 
rights  to  use  as  much  of  the  surface  and  surface 
resources  as  needed  for  the  particular  mining 
activity  which  currently  cannot  be  modified.  On 
McGregor  Range  access  is  controlled  by  the  Army 
and  any  prospecting  for  locatable  minerals  under 
the  Mining  Law  of  1872  would  be  severely 
restricted.  This  is  due  to  significant  safety 
and  adverse  operational  impacts  on  the  military 
use  of  McGregor  Range.  Locatable  minerals  known 
to  occur  on  McGregor  Range  are  high-calcium 
limestone  and  gypsum.  These  occurrences  are 
similar  to  larger  occurrences  near  El  Paso,  Texas 
and  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico. 

Locatable  minerals  would  remain  closed  due  to  the 
concerns  for  public  safety  and  adverse  impacts  on 
military  operations.  This  closure  is  also  due  to 
the  current  structure  of  the  Mining  Law  of  1872 
and    because    the    geology    of   McGregor   Range    is    not 


favorable  for  locatable  mineral  disposition. 
Although  the  Range  has  been  closed  to  minerals 
since  August  21,  1957,  mineral  potential  can  be 
accurately  projected  on  the  Range  from  various 
locations  close  to  and  similar  to  the  Range.  In 
the  case  of  epi  genetic  minerals,  the  overlays 
showing  the  high  calcium  limestone  and  gypsum 
coincided  with  the  Army's  "NO  ENTRY"  areas  thus 
excluding  locatables  from  further  consideration. 
(Maps  are  contained  in  the  Management  Situation 
Analysis  located  in  the  Las  Cruces  District 
Office.  See  also  Minerals  Potential  Map  Final 
page  122.)  The  areas  outside  of  the  "NO  ENTRY" 
area  have  little  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
other  locatable  minerals.  Epi  genetic 

mineralization  occurs  mainly  within  the  "NO 
ENTRY"  areas  and  is  not  considered  because  of  no 
access,  and  their  abundance  elsewhere.  There  is 
little  demand  for  epi  genetic  minerals 
(high-calcium  limestone  and  gypsum)  which  are 
readily  available  outside  of  McGregor  Range  near 
El    Paso,   Texas   and  Las  Cruces,   New  Mexico. 

Information  BLM  has  received  from  the  Army 
indicates  that  the  entire  area  may  have  been 
contaminated  with  explosive  bombs  or  shells  at 
one  time  or  another,  and  many  areas  would  need 
intensive  clearances.  Conventional  methods  of 
clearing  for  explosives  are  not  adequate  for  the 
type  of  clearance  needed  to  open  the  area  to  the 
public.  Clearing  "dudded"  areas  is  a  high-cost 
per  acre  operation  that  will  preclude  any 
marginal  lands,  such  as  the  high-calcium 
limestone  and  gypsum  lands,  from  being 
developed.  Federal  funds  would  have  to  be 
expended  up  front  in  order  to  achieve  these 
clearances  which  would  be  impossible  because  the 
depth  of  explosive  bombs  is  generally  very  deep 
(most  up  to  10  feet  with  some  buried  deeper). 
Deeply  buried  explosives  may  be  encountered 
during  drilling  operations. 

The  mandatory  5-year  review  required  by  Public 
Law  99-606,  Section  12  is  another  factor 
considered.  A  5-year  review  allows  continued 
inventory,  promulgation  of  regulations  that  the 
law  requires  for  unimpeded  and  safe  access,  and 
better  economic  conditions.  This  will  be 
reviewed  in  1991  in  accordance  with  the 
information  contained  in  Appendix  H. 

The  Army  can  not  allow  uncontrolled  access  which 
the  current  law  provides  for  and  continue  to  have 
a  safe,  unimpeded  mission.  Control  of  access  is 
essential    for  public   safety  and  military  security. 
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Vi  Hard's         Pincushion        Cactus 
villardi:  -  State  Endangered 


Escobaria 


This  species  is  endemic  to  south-central  New 
Mexico;  specifically  to  the  Sacramento  Escarpment 
near  Alamogordo.  It  occurs  on 
Silurian-Ordovician-Cambrian  limestone  and 
possibly  dolomite  between  4,750  and  6,000  feet 
elevation.  The  plant  has  not  been  verified  as 
occurring  on  McGregor;  however,  there  is  a 
suspected  location  in  the  limestone  hill  of  the 
west  face  of  Gulp  Peak  on  the  north  end.  Reasons 
for  listing  are  limited  to  potential  for 
overcol  lection. 

Sneed's  Pincushion  Cactus  -  Corvphantha  sneedi i 
var.  sneedi i  -  Federal  Endangered,  State 
Endangered 

This  plant,  a  possible  relative  of  Escobaria 
villardii .  is  known  to  occur  in  the  Franklin 
Mountains  and  on  both  the  east  and  west  slopes  of 
the  Guadalupe  Mountains.  Although  it  has  not 
been  recorded  from  McGregor,  potential  exists  for 
occurrence  in  any  of  the  limestone  hills.  Like 
E.  villardii  it  is  limited  to 
Silurian-Ordovician-Cambrian  limestone.  Reasons 
for  listing  are  restricted  occurrence  and  a  one 
time  fear  of  extirpation  resulting  from  road 
construction  in  the  Franklin  Mountains.  It  was 
found  to  be  more  common  than  was  thought  at  the 
time  it  was  listed. 

Sand  Pricklypear  -  Opuntia  arenaria  -  Federal 
Candidate  Category  2.  State  Endangered 

This  pricklypear  was  believed  to  be  restricted  to 
the  sandy  habitats  between  El  Paso  and  Las 
Cruces.  Recently  one  plant  has  been  verified 
from  the  east  side  of  the  Jarilla  Mountains  at 
Orogrande.  There  are  13  unverified  locations  on 
McGregor  Range  in  sandy  habitats  both  in  the  Mesa 
Grassland  and  Hills  Habitats  and  the  Basin 
Habitat.  The  reason  for  listing  was  its  extreme 
rarity  and  habitat  degradation  near  El  Paso. 

Desert  Rose  -  Rosa  stellata  -  Federal  Candidate 
Category  2 

This  plant  appears  to  be  taxonomically 
controversial  and  subsequent  listing  depends  on 
the  taxonomic  decision  of  what  to  call  it.  There 
are  several  forms  in  which  it  occurs  including 
Rosa  stellata  subsp.   stellata.  R^  s^  subsp. 


mi  rifica.  and  R^  s^  subsp.  mi  rifica  var. 
erlansoniae  (Martin  and  Hutchins  1980).  Leaflets 
on  McGregor  plants  are  three  foliate  indicating 
Ei  Sj.  spp.  stellata.  However,  more  than  one  form 
may  be  present.  It  is  apparently  widespread 
throughout  the  area,  including  the  pinyon-juniper 
habitats  of  McGregor  Range.  It  is  usually  found 
in  densely  vegetated  canyon  situations. 

Gray  Sibara  -  Sibaria  grisea  -  Federal  Candidate 
Category  2,  State  Endangered 

This  annual  mustard  is  an  inhabitant  of  north 
facing  overhangs  of  limestone  cliffs  at  4,500  to 
6,000  feet  elevation.  To  date  no  populations 
have  been  found  on  McGregor  although  potential 
habitat  exists. 

Common  Button  Cactus  -  Epithelantha  micromeris  - 
State  Endangered 

This  small  cactus  is  uncommon  on  cobbly  limestone 
soils  of  the  higher  elevations  of  the  mountain 
foothills  of  northern  McGregor  Range.  It  is  not 
found  in  the  pinyon-juniper  zone. 

Grama  Grass  Cactus  -  Toumeva  papyracantha  - 
Federal  Candidate  Category  2.  State  Endangered 

This  species  until  recently  was  known  only  from 
areas  around  White  Sands  National  Monument  and 
north  toward  Albuquerque  and  Santa  Fe,  and  west 
into  Arizona.  A  May  1988  observation  established 
a  range  extension  to  the  Salt  Flats  45  miles 
southeast  of  McGregor  Range.  This  places 
McGregor  Range  within  the  area  of  potential 
occurrence.  Habitat  for  this  species  is  sandy 
and  gypsiferous  soils.  Vegetation  associates  on 
sandy  soils  are  grama  grass  species  (black  and 
blue  grama).  Vegetation  associated  with  the 
plant  on  gypsiferous  soils  is  alkali  sacaton  and 
fourwing  saltbush.  It  is  highly  likely  that 
McGregor  Range  contains  this  species  in  the  grama 
grasslands  of  Otero  Mesa. 

Sacramento  Prickly  Poppy  -  Arqemone  pleiacantha 
ssp.  pinnaticsecta  -  Federal  Candidate  Category 
1,  State  Endangered 

Habitat  for  this  species  is  in  vegetated  sections 
of  arroyos  bordering  the  active  channel  at 
elevations  of  4,500  feet  to  7,500  feet. 
Locations  of  the  main  population  of  this  species 
are   along   the   Sacramento   Escarpment   near 
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I  Alamogordo.   This  species  has  not  been  found  on 
I  McGregor  to  date. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

Prior  to  1957,  McGregor  Range  had  a  grazing 
history  similar  to  that  of  much  of  the 
southwestern  U.S.  When  the  Range  was  withdrawn 
in  1957,  the  Commanding  Officer  at  Fort  Bliss  did 
not  allow  grazing.  A  Co-use  agreement  allowing 
grazing  was   signed  in   1966. 

Grazing  was  initiated  in  1967.  BLM  has  developed 
14  grazing  units  ranging  in  size  from  8,000  to 
32,000  acres,  encompassing  271,000  acres  (see  Map 
3-4).  BLM  developed  a  management  program  which 
allows  grazing  for  9  or  18  months  at  a  time. 
Grazing  runs  from  October  to  June  for  the  9-month 
units  and  from  October  to  March  on  the  18-month 
units.  Units  put  on  18-month  grazing  seasons  are 
done  in  order  to  increase  utilization  on  plant 
species  that  are  most  palatable  in  the  summer. 
In  a  typical  year  4,500  cattle  have  utilized  the 
Range  which  is  equal  to  about  40,000  AUMs  of 
livestock  grazing.  Livestock  grazing  contracts 
will  continue  to  be  issued  for  1  to  5  year 
periods  for  9  to  18  month  grazing  seasons, 
depending  on  monitoring  studies. 

The  livestock  grazing  use  within  the  existing 
units  is  contracted  to  the  highest  bidder  each 
year  by  competitive  bidding  at  a  public  auction, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Material 
Disposal  Act  of  1947,  as  amended.  The  entire 
McGregor  Range  grazing  program  is  funded  only  by 
those  monies  generated  by  the  livestock  forage 
sales  contracts.  In  recent  years,  bids  have  been 
around  $4.50  per  AUM  and  total  income  has  ranged 
between  $119,000  and  $200,000  per  year.  The 
operating  budget  is  equal    to  the  gross   receipts. 

Budget  costs  include  BLM  administration, 
maintenance,  rangeland  improvement  and 

development,  parts  and  supplies,  salaries,  and 
per  diem  for  the  McGregor  Range  Crew.  Most  units 
are  used  for  cow-calf  operations;  those  with 
rough  terrain  are  usually  designated  for  both 
cow-calf  and  yearling  use.  Decisions  regarding 
season  of  use  and  allowable  AUMs  are  based  on 
monitoring  studies.  Current  management  practices 
have  resulted  in  a  grassland  and  shrubland 
environment  with  a  grazing  capacity  equal  to  or 
greater  than  most  comparable  land  elsewhere  in 
New  Mexico. 


All  the  grazing  units  have  dirt  tanks  which 
provide  a  source  of  water.  These  tanks  help  even 
out  livestock  distribution.  Waterings  are 
located  throughout  the  units  to  help  even  out 
livestock  distribution.  Problems  associated  with 
distribution  will  show  up  in  the  utilization 
studies. 

Range  fires  are  a  constant  threat.  They  are 
generally  caused  by  missile  shrapnel  (hot  pieces 
of  exploding  metal)  and  sometimes  burn  hundreds 
of  acres  of  late  serai    status  grassland. 

Parts  of  units  9  and  13  are  in  what  is  known  as 
"No-Man's  Land"  which  is  a  laser  impact  area. 
This  is  a  restricted  area.  No  one  is  allowed 
into  the  area  without  permission  and  an  escort  by 
the  military. 

Field  studies  are  completed  yearly  to  determine 
utilization  of  forage  resources,  in  the  livestock 
grazing  area  of  the  Range. 

Areas  of  heavy  utilization  are  limited  in 
extent.  These  areas  occur  primarily  near 
watering  facilities  and  along  the  drainage  ways 
of  the  Canyonlands  natural  unit.  Not  all  such 
areas  are  large  enough  to  appear  on  Map  3-5, 
Existing  Forage  Utilization.  This  map  shows 
average  utilization  by  pasture  for  the  past  4 
years.  Many  portions  of  the  existing  pastures 
have  light  or  slight  utilization,  especially  near 
unit  boundaries  at  distances  greater  than  2  miles 
from  water,  and  in  steeply  sloping  or 
inaccessible  locations.  For  the  14  units  as  a 
whole,  utilization  is  rated  as  light.  Key  forage 
species  include  black  grama,  needlegrass,  blue 
grama,  sideoats  grama,  tobosa,  mesa  dropseed, 
curlyleaf  muhly,    and  New  Mexico  feathergrass. 

WILDLIFE 

General  Ecosystem  Description 

Fauna  of  McGregor  Range  are  influenced  by  the 
great  diversity  of  available  habitats.  Brown  and 
Lowe  (1980)  classified  the  biotic  communities  of 
the  area  into  four  major  groups:  Great  Basin 
Conifer  Woodland,  Plains  and  Great  Basin 
Grassland,  Semidesert  Grassland,  and  Chihuahuan 
Desert  Scrub.  Within  these  major  categories,  a 
variety  of  habitats  and  microhabi  tats  can  be 
identified. 
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RECREATION 

Recreation  use  by  the  public  is  restricted  on 
McGregor  Range.  State  Road  506  and  some  county 
maintained  roads  (see  Map  3-1)  are  the  major 
access  through  the  Range  and  are  the  only  roads 
open  to  the  public  without  permission  on  certain 
days.  On  occasion,  these  roads  are  closed  when 
the  Army  is  testing  weapons.  The  NMDGF  conducted 
pronghorn,  deer,  and  small  game  hunts  in 
coordination  with  the  Army  and  BLM  for 
approximately  460  hunters.  The  hunts  had  some 
unique  features.  The  deer  hunt  was  permitted  by 
public  drawing  for  north  of  State  Road  506.  The 
issuance  of  military  permits  and  hunt  management 
were  negotiated  by  the  Range  Commander  through 
the  New  Mexico  State  Game  Commission  (See  Table 
3-3  and  3-4) .  The  area  north  of  State  Road  506 
is  designated  limited  to  existing  roads  and 
trails  for  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use.  Although 
off-road  use  is  restricted  from  the  Range,  the 
activity  is  taking  place.  Most  is  in  the  north 
end  of  the  area.  No  off-road  (military)  vehicle 
maneuvers  currently  occur  on  McGregor  Range 
outside  of  Maneuver  Area  8. 

TABLE  3-3 

HUNT  DATA  FOR  MCGREGOR  RANGE 

DEER 


81    82    83    84    85    86 


87 


Number  of 
Hunters 


602   611   857   407   317 


%  Success 
Harvest 


47    52    47    59    59 
287   318   407   239   188 


Source:  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish, 
1987 

TABLE  3-4 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  29  AND  MCGREGOR  RANGE  HUNT  DATA 

PRONGHORN 

81    82    83    84    85    86   87 

Number  of 

Hunters     103   75    85    92   121   200  194 

%  Success    26   38    44    34    57    53   59 

Harvest     27   28    38    31    69   105  115 


Source:  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish, 
1987 


The  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS) 
inventory  was  completed  in  1984  for  McGregor 
Range  (see  Map  3-8).  Table  3-5  illustrates  the 
acreage  for  each  class.  The  methodology  used  in 
determining  ROS  class  is  found  in  Appendix  D. 

TABLE  3-5 

RECREATION  OPPORTUNITY  SPECTRUM 

ACREAGE  CLASSIFICATION 


Opportunity 
Classification 


Acres 


Roaded  Natural 
Semiprimi  ti  ve 

Motorized 
Semiprimi  tive 

Nonmotorized  (SPNM) 


58.074 

543,499 

6,812 


Source:  BLM  Las  Cruces  District  Office  Files, 
1984. 


VISUAL  RESOURCES 

The  inventory  of  visual  resources  and  development 
of  Visual  Resources  Management  (VRM)  classes  were 
completed  in  1977.  Two  of  the  four  VRM  classes 
are  established  on  McGregor  Range  (See  Map  3-9). 
The  acreage  in  McGregor  Range  for  those  two 
classes  are:  Class  III  -  309,170  acres, 
Class  IV  -  299,215.  See  Appendix  E  for  a 
description  of  the  management  objectives  for  each 
of  the  four  VRM  classes. 

Class  ratings  are  based  on  scenic  quality,  visual 
sensitivity,  and  distance  zone  criteria. 

WILDERNESS 

Wilderness  resources  on  McGregor  Range  have  been 
inventoried  using  the  BLM  Wilderness  Inventory 
Handbook  (USDI  BLM  1978)  and  are  currently  being 
managed  under  the  Interim  Management  Policy  and 
Guidelines  for  Lands  under  Wilderness  Review 
(USDI  BLM  1979;  revised  1983).  This  management 
emphasis  will  continue  until  Congress  decides 
which  lands  are  suitable  or  unsuitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  Designated  wilderness 
would  be  managed  under  the  Wilderness  Management 
Policy  (USDI  BLM  1981). 
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such  as  the  prescribed  fire  addressed  above,  to 
be  incorporated  and  implemented. 

Development  of  an  HMP  outside  of  the  livestock 
grazing  area  would  provide  a  means  to  inventory 
those  habitats,  identify  problems,  and  implement 
ways  to  correct  those  problems  for  both  wildlife 
populations  and  habitats. 

Establishment  of  wildlife  monitoring  studies 
outside  of  the  livestock  grazing  areas  would 
provide  for  a  monitoring  program  to  track  habitat 
and  population  problems  that  might  otherwise  not 
be  addressed. 

Establishment  of  a  Sikes  Act  stamp  program  would, 
if  technically  feasible,  provide  funds  to 
accelerate  implementation  of  habitat  management 
plans,  site  specific  research,  and  flight  time 
for  monitoring  habitats  and  populations.  It 
would  provide  the  hunting  public  with  a  monetary 
interest  on  McGregor  Range. 

Predator  management  proposals  under  this 
alternative  would  follow  the  same  system  for  ADC 
on  McGregor  Range  as  occurs  on  public  land 
elsewhere.  Predators  and  other  animals  would  be 
monitored  and  decisions  concerning  animal  damage 
control  would  be  based  on  impacts  of  predator  or 
other  species  removal  to  desired  resource 
management  goals  and  objectives  and  public 
safety.  This  would  promote  a  more  informed 
approach  to  management  of  the  enti  re  Range  by  the 
BLM. 

Under  Alternative  C,  public  deer  hunting  would  be 
limited  due  to  management  constraints  established 
to  protect  the  older  age  bucks  which  would  be  in 
rut  during  the  hunt  and  military  uses  of  the 
Range.  Bucks  would  be  more  susceptible  to  hunter 
kill  due  to  preoccupation  with  breeding.  For 
annual  hunts  conducted  to  manage  for  adult  bucks, 
public  deer  permits  could  initially  be  reduced  to 
as  few  as  100  for  the  entire  Range  but  would 
increase  as  the  adult  buck  population  increased 
using  the  40  percent  goal  for  adult  buck 
harvest.  For  hunts  occurring  every  2,  3,  or  4 
years,  permit  numbers  may  be  raised  to  account 
for  population  expansion.  The  biological  effect 
of  the  40  percent  goal  would  be  to  maintain  and 
slowly  increase  the  adult  buck  portion  of  the 
population,  and  adjust  the  overall  population 
toward  a  generally  accepted  optimum  sex  ratio  of 


approximately  20  bucks  per  100  does.  The  doe 
portion  of  the  population  would  continue  to 
increase,  therefore  creating  a  need  for  periodic 
doe  (herd  reduction)  hunts.  This  would  increase 
the  availability  of  hunting  permits  an  unknown 
amount.  The  overall  effect  of  this  alternative 
would  provide  for  management  of  quality 
populations  of  deer  and  pronghorn  antelope. 

Providing  limited  access  to  the  public  for 
recreation,  including  hunting,  would  create  less 
animal  disturbance  and  habitat  modification  than 
full  access.  Limited  access  would  create  more 
disturbance  and  habitat  modification  than  no 
access.  Impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  existing 
situation. 

Limitation  of  ORV  use  to  designated  roads  and 
trails  on  the  entire  Range  would  minimize  habitat 
destruction  and  modification,  and  animal 
disturbance.  The  would  be  no  significant 
increase  in  disturbance  or  habitat 
modification/destruction  over  existing  levels. 
Closure  of  ORV  use  in  the  Escondida  Pueblo  site 
would  be  a  minor  beneficial  impact  by  allowing 
regrowth  of  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas. 

Management  of  cultural  resources  would  have 
little  impact  on  wildlife  or  habitat.  The 
fencing  of  a  40-acre  portion  of  the  Escondida 
Pueblo  Site  would  provide  a  small  refuge  with 
denser  vegetation  cover. 

In  summary,  this  alternative  would  provide  for  a 
high  level  of  management  involvement  by  the  BLM 
for  the  entire  McGregor  Range.  The  BLM  would  be 
fully  involved  with  the  operation  of  the  ADC 
program.  ADC  would  become  an  integral  part  of 
achieving  renewable  resource  goals  on  McGregor. 
Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  have  potential  to 
adversely  impact  arroyo  riparian  habitats  and 
45,760  acres  of  high  density  deer  winter  range  in 
the  northeast  corner  of  McGregor.  Mineral 
material  removal  from  any  arroyo  riparian  area 
may  have  major  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife. 
Vegetation  sales  on  all  or  part  of  the  20,940 
acres  could  have  significant  impacts  to  wildlife 
and  wildlife  habitat  depending  on  the  size  of 
specific  sales,  consistency  with  management  goals 
and  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures,  which 
would  be  determined  in  site-specific  EAs.  The 
overall  effect  of  this  alternative  on  wildlife 
would  be  one  of  increased  management  efficiency 
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MODERATE  USE.  Indicates  that  40-60  percent  of 
current  year's  forage  production  has  been  eaten 
or  destroyed  by  grazing  animals. 

NATURAL  UNIT.  An  area  with  a  specific,  typical 
pattern  of  landfontis,  soild  and  vegetation. 

NEW  MEXICO  ANIMAL  DAMAGE  CONTROL  PROGRAM  (NM  ADC 
PROGRAM.  A  cooperative  program  between  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service  (APHIS)  and  the  New  Mexico 
Department  of  Agriculture  (NMDA)  formed  to  carry 
out  ADC  needs  in  New  Mexico.  The  program 
operates  under  various  State  laws  and  the  Animal 
Damage  Control  Act  of  1931.  BLM  identifies 
and/or  authorizes  all  ADC  work  on  public  land 
through  a  National  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
with  APHIS. 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  (ORV).  Any  motorized  vehicle 
designed  for  or  capable  of  cross-country  travel 
on  or  immediately  over  land,  water,  sand,  snow, 
ice,  marsh,  swampland,  or  other  terrain. 


and  which  increases  with  increasing  grazing 
pressure. 

PERENNIAL  PLANT  SPECIES.  A  plant  that  has  a  life 
cycle  of  3  years  or  more. 

PERENNIAL  STREAM.  A  stream  or  portion  of  a 
stream  which  flows  continuously. 

PETROGLYPH.  A  form  of  rock  art  manufactured  by 
incising,  scratching,  or  pecking  designs  into 
rock  surfaces. 

PLANT  COMMUNITY.  One  or  more  plant  species 
growing  in  association  on  a  given  location  or 
area. 

PLAYA.  The  usually  dry  and  nearly  level  lake 
plain  that  occupies  the  lowest  part  of  a  closed 
depression . 

PREDATOR.  An  animal  that  preys  on  one  or  more 
other  animals. 


OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS. 

Open — designated  areas  and  trails  where 
off-road  vehicles  may  be  operated  subject  to 
the  BLM  operating  regulations  and  vehicle 
standards. 

Limited — designated  areas  and  trails  where 
the  use  of  off-road  vehicles  is  subject  to 
restrictions  deemed  appropriate  by  the 
authorized  officer. 

Closed — designated  areas  and  trails  where  the 
use  of  off-road  vehicles  is  permanently  or 
temporarily  prohibited. 

OVERGRAZING.  Consumption  of  vegetation  by 
herbivores  beyond  the  endurance  of  a  plant  to 
survive. 

OVERSTOCKING.  A  condition  in  which  an  area  is 
occupied  by  more  than  the  optimum  number  of 
livestock  (wildlife,  trees,  etc.). 

PALATABILITY.  The  relish  with  which  a  particular 
plant  species  or  part  is  consumed  by  an  animal. 
The  palatability  of  a  plant  is  usually  related  to 
its  ecological  significance  as  far  as  succession 
is  concerned.  Highly  palatable  plants  are 
usually  those  which  are  a  desirable  species  and 
decrease  with  increasing  grazing  pressure. 
Conversely,  a  low  palatability  usually 
characterizes  a  species  which  is  least  desirable 


PRIA.  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  (PRIA), 
Public  Law  95-514. 

PROPOSED  SPECIES.  Any  species  of  plant  or  animal 
formally  proposed  by  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (FWS)  to  be  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

SHERD  SCATTER.  A  Mogollon  to  historical  cultural 
site  type  where  pot-sherds  are  concentrated. 

PUBLIC  LAND.  Any  land  and  interest  in  land  owned 
by  the  United  States  and  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  through  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  without  regard  to  how  the  United 
States  acquired  ownership,  except: 


lands 
Shelf 


located     on     the    Outer    Continental 


—  lands     held     for     the     benefit     of     Indians, 
Aleuts,    and   Eskimos 

—  lands    in    which    the    United    States    retains 
the  minerals,    but  surface  is   private. 

RANGE  BETTERMENT  FUND.  The  separate  account  in 
the  National  Treasury  established  by  Section 
4Gl(b)(l)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976,  consisting  of  50 
percentum  of  all  monies  received  by  the  United 
States  as  fees  for  grazing  livestock  on  public 
land . 
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ADDITTONS  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMPA/FTS 

The  following  material  is  being  added  to  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS  based  on  new  or  more  complete  information  or  as 
a  result  of  errors  or  omissions  identified  through  the 
public  review  process. 

Material  To  Be  Added  Page 

Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment,  Minerals        \??. 
Minerals  Potential  Map 

Appendix  C,  Minerals  i ?3 

C-3  Mineral  Exploration  and  Extraction 
ON  DoD  Lands  (Department  of  Defense 
Directive) 

Appendix  M,  Coordination  Efforts  Between  PLM 
AND  U.S.  Army 

H-L  Minerals  Review  i ?7 

H-?  Uses  on  McGregor  Range  i 28 
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T.  15  S. 


T.  16  S. 


OTERO  C(|UNTY 


La  Luz 


ALAMOGORDO 


WHITE  SANDS 

NATIONAL 

MONUMENT 


T.  19  S. 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Las  Cruces  District  Las  Cruets.  NM 

Whits  Sands  Resource  Area/McGregor  Range 


MINERAL  POTENTIAL  FOR  SALABLE 
AND  LOGATABLE  MINERALS 


Blow  Sand 

Building  Stone 

m    Hl-Calclum 
"^        Limestone 


■     Sand  &  Gravel 
UQ     Gypsum 
—    No  Entry  Area 


FOREST 


Source:  Las  Cruces  District  Office  Fllos,  1 988. 
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MINERALS 


Scpteinlier    28,     1983 
NUMDIiU      ^700.3 


Department  of  Deleiise  Directive 


AS1)(HIIA&L) 


SUBJECT 


/liiieral  Exj)loratioii  and  Extraction  on  DoU  Lands 


References:   (a)   Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  21a,  "Mining  and 

Hinerals  Policy  Act  of  J970" 

(b)  Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  1601  et  scq. , 
"National  Materials  and  Mineral  Policy,  Research  and 
Development  Act  of  1980" 

(c)  UoD  Directive  ^iTOO.J,  "Natural  Resources  --  Conservation 
and  Management,"  November  6,  1978 

(d)  Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  351  et  scq.  , 
"Mineral  Leasing  Act  for  Acquired  Lands" 

(e)  Title  30,  United  States  Code,  Section  181  et  scq  ■  , 
"Mineral  Lands  Leasing  Act" 

(f)  through  (n),  see  enclosure  1 


A.  PURPOSE 

Under  references  (a)  througli  (n) »  this  Directive  establishes 
jiolicy,  assigns  resj)onsibi  1  i  ties ,  and  jirovides  jTOcedures  for  making 
DoU  lands  available  for  mineral  exj)lora tioii  and  extraction. 

B.  APPLICADILITY  MiU   SCOPE 

1.  This  Directive  applies  to  the  Office  of  tlie  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Military  Departments  (iiiciuding  tlieir  National  Guard 
and  reserve  components). 

2.  It  applies  to  DoD-cont  roll  ed  lands  acquired  or  witlidrawn 
from  Lhc  j'ublic  domain  (including  Army  civil  works  lands)  within  the 
United  States  and  its  territories  and  possessions  for  whicli  the  mineral 
rights  are  owned  by  the  United  States,  with  tlie  following  exceptiofs: 

a.  Mineral  leasing  of  lands  situated  within  incorporated  cities, 
towns,  a[id  villages  (references  (d)  and  (e)). 

b.  Mineral  leasing  of  tidelaiids  or  submerged  lands  (reference  (d)) 
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c.       CriLaln    liatdtock   niiiicraJs    known    as    locBlablcB    (30   U.S.C.    22 
»  rl ftciu  c    (g) ) . 

tl .       A    clnr.s    of    minerals    coinposfd    of    sniid    and    gravel    known    an    Bnlcablrs 
(30    U.S.C.    COi    cL    Ec^!j.    and    '^  1    CIK    ]  0 1 -/i  7 .  302-2 ,    references    (li)    and    (i)), 

C.       Um_NlTlUNS 

llic    tciiiis    used    in    Lliis    Directive    are    defined    in    enclosure    2. 

I),     ruijcy 

In    accordorice    wjLli    cr,  lali  1  i  .shed    Dol)    jiol  i  cy    Lo    pronioLe    oi>Liiiial    use    of    real 
prt>i'rrt.y    under    tlir    nui  I  L  J  |>  J  e-nnr    principle     (l)vV)    IJirecHvc    /«70C).l,     reference     (c)), 
Doll    lands    slinll     be    runde    available    for    iiiinrial     CKploraHon    and    extraction    to 
the    mnxiiiiniii   extent    possible    consistent    witli   military    operations,    national 
defense    activities,    and    Army    civil    worl.s    activities. 

L .     iu:5i'0Nsinm  iiLs 

1.  I  lie    Assistant    Secretary   of    Uclcnsc    (llaiij'ower,    Itcservc   Atlairs,    and 
Log  i  s  tics)    s ii a  i  i  : 

a.  Have    primary    responsibility    for    develojiing    DoU   policy    ior    mineral 
exploration    and    extraction    on    Dol)    lands. 

b.  Eiisuie    that    the    Military    Dcj>a  r  tinents    issue    regulatory    documents 
iiiipl  emetiti  iig    tins    Directive. 

2.  I  be    Secretaries    of    the    llilitaty    Uepa  r  tiiicnts    shall : 

a.  Hevicw    and    approve    or    disapprove    rerjuests    from    tiie    Department    ol 
the    Interior    (Dol),    tlie    federal    mineral    leasing    agerrry,    to    lease    DoD    lands 
under    /i3    U..S.C.     155    ct    seij.     (relererrce    (ii))    and    DoD   Directive    5160. G3 

( refer  ciicc    (k) ) . 

b.  issue    regulatory   docirments    imiileniculing    this    Directive    to   jirescribe 
j-rocedures    relating    to    the    issuance    of    permits    and    leases    and    tlic    ajiproval    of 
plans    of    operations    for   mineral    ex]'lora  ti  on    and    extraction. 

c.  I'oriiiuJaLe    a    system    for   maintaining    records    of    land    status    to    assist 
the    Dol     in    niineial    leasing.       'Jbis    system    shall    be    establislied    in    accordance 
vith    DoU    Directive    5000.11     (reference    (1))    and    shall    use    existing    standard    data 
cleinciits    from   DoD    500U.12-I!    (reference    (m)),    wireiiever    possible, 

r.     r]K>ci:DUKi:s 

I.   11  a  Military  Departmetrt  cannot  consent  to  exploration  or  extraction, 
it  also  may  rrot  ap()rovc  testing  or  leasing.   li^xclusiorr  of  lands  from  explora- 
tion and  extraction  shall  be  justified  and  supjiorted.   Availability  of  lands 
is  subject  to  certain  conditions  and  stipulations  that  also  shall  be  justified. 
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Sep  28,  B3 
«700.3 

Giniiliiif;  np|>rov.iI  lor  Jctisiiig  URUaJJy  sli.ill  be  coiiKlrucd  ns  coii.-,riil  ii  I  I  irn.ilf  I  v 
lo  allow  (liiljiiig  or  oLitcr  loiiiis  of  iniiicraj  cxLintl  1  on  .   A(  coifl  i  ni- 1  v  ,  i  n  It.  i  .-i  I ' 
approval  clearly  slinll  iiidiralc  Hoc  condilioiis,  il  known,  umlir  wliiil'i  (iirUifr 
exploration  or  rxlrarlion  shall  bv    allowtd.   lor  cxaiiipir,  (  I  ar.i:  i  (  i  id  opera  I  i  ons  , 
aninmnilion  an<l  explosives  operaLioiial  sLoragc  retpi  i  i  cnicnl!; ,  and  tonlaiii  i  n.iled 
lands  may  rrslrjcl  or  exclude  leasing  or  may  recjiiire  no  surface  ili  s  In  rbaiier 
slipulalions  (DoIJ  513^.'1-S,  reference  (jj). 

2.   The  Hiljlary  Depa rlmenls  may  issue  permits  lo  parlies  interesLed  in 
conducting  seismic  or  other  geophysical  tests  on  UolJ  lands.   In  unusual  cir- 
cumstances, the  Military  Departments  may  refer  permit  ai)pl i ca I i ons  to  the  Dol 
for  issuance.   rermits  arc  subject  lo  Hie  approval  of,  and  conditions  imposed 
by,  the  riilitary  Department  concerned.   The  issuing  agency  shall,  make  any 
reipjired  environmental  and  cultural  sludies.   loi  |>ermits  issued  I>y  the  Uol  , 
the  Military  Department  concerned  shall  |)rovide,  ujion  reijuesl,  environmental 
and  cultural  information  held  by  the  Department. 

■^  •   Jk£"l'1.^'   "'^'  ^°^    receives  and  processes  all  mineral  iensr  refjuests  and 
tlien  forwards  sucli  lease  offers  and  title  rejiort  retpjests  to  the  Military 
Department  concerned.   The  Military  Dc|)artmeMt  then  shall  decide  wlietlier  and 
under  what  conditions  its  land  may  be  made  available  for  leasing. 

"•      Euvironmetital  and  Cultuial  Considerations  for  Leases.   As  the  lead 
agency,  the  Dol  obtains  all  environmental  and  culiural  documentation  before 
deciding  to  lease.   The  responsibilities  of  the  Military  Department  concerned, 
^when  acting  as  a  cooperating  agency,  shall  be  limited  Lo  providing  Lo  Llie  Dol, 
U{)ori  recjuest,  any  available  envi  roiuiienLa  1  and  culiural  irilormalion. 

^-   Title  Search.   The  Military  DepartmenL  concerned  shall  furnish  Lo 
the  Dol  available  irilormalion  for  acquired  lands.   Dol  title  records  shall  be 
relied  upon  for  wilhdrawn  public  domain  lands,  except  tliat  the  Military  Dei)arl- 
ments  sliall  identify  all  outstanding  interests,  such  as  easemctits  and  licenses. 
When  title  inlormntiou  is  incoinplete,  the  Military  Department  shall  so  advise 
tlie  Dol  . 

c.  Plans  of  0])eraLions.   After  tlic  lease  is  executed,  the  les.see 
submits  a  plan  o(  oi>eiatioiis  (Appl  ica  t  i  of\  for  reniiit  to  Drill  for  oil  and  gas 

or  Mining  Plan  for  other  minerals)  to  tlie  Dol  for  teciuiical  review  and  coordina- 
tion with  the  Military  Department  concerned.   As  a  cooperating  agency,  the 
MiJitniy  Dc|iarLinent  sliall  su|iply  appropriate  stipulations;  available  environ- 
mental, endangered  s|>ecies,  and  cultural  information;  and  concurrence  with  the 
jiinrr.   The  Dol  then  formalizes  the  envi  r  oiuncn  ta  1  considerations  and  approves 
the  plan  with  the  stipulations  suj'plied  by  tiie  Military  Department.   Stipula- 
tions shall  be  tied  directly  16  the  details  of  the  proj>osed  plati  of  ojierations, 
and  eacli  stijiulation  shall  be  objectively  justifiable. 

d.  The  Dol  lias  the  resjions  ibi  1  i  ty  for  tlie  collection  and  disposition 
of  j'loceeds  derived  from  mineral  leasing. 
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Sep    28,    83 
^700.3 


C.      EIIECTIVE   DATE   AJ^U   IlirLEItENTATlON 

This    Directive    is    effective    itroncdi  aLrl  y .       Forvard    two    copies    of    inipl  emiiit  i  ng 
fJoruMKiits    to    ti.e   Assistant   Secretary    of    Defense    (tlonjiower,    Reserve   Affairs,    and 
Logistics)    witliin    120   days. 


Deputy    Sec(/'tary   of   Defense 


End  OS  ores    -    3 

1  .       Ilclerencrs 

2  .       I)r  J  ini  t  ions 

3.       Summary    of    Mineral    Leasing   Autlioritics 
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APPENDIX  H 

COORDINATION  EFFORTS  BETWEEN 
BLM  AND  U.S.  ARMY 


APPENDIX  H-1 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 

Post  Office  and  Federal  Building 

P.O.  Box  1449 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87504-1449 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


1600  (934) 


MAR  2  3   1389 


Colonel  Richard  J.    Galliers 
Chief  of  Staff 
Headquarters  USAADACENFB 
Ft.   Bliss,    TX     79916-7400 

Dear  Colonel  Galliers: 

As  part  of  our  continuing  cooperative  efforts  in  preparing  and  completing  the 
White  Sands  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMPA)  for  McGregor  Range,  we 
need  to  look  to  the  future  with  a  focus  on  the  concerns  for  locatable 
minerals.  The  BLM  along  with  the  Army  at  the  national  level  is  in  the  process 
of  developing  regulations  under  which  a  portion  of  the  range  might  be  open 
with  restrictions  to  prospecting  for  locatables.  The  regulations  are 
discussed  under  Section  12(d)  of  the  Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  of 
November  6,  1986.  Once  the  regulations  are  finalized,  the  Army  and  BLM  will, 
as  soon  as  practical,  review  the  possibility  of  opening  a  portion  of  the  range 
to  locatable  prospecting  using  these  new  regulations. 

The  Military  Lands  Withdrawal  Act  of  November  6,  1986,  also  requires  in 
Section  12(a),  that  a  review  be  conducted  by  the  BLM  with  concurrence  of  the 
Army  every  5th  year  of  the  anniversary  of  the  Act.  The  first  date  of  the 
5-year  review  is  1991. 

We  are  asking  for  your  concurrence  and  agreement  to  cooperate  in  a  review  of 
the  RMPA  after  the  completion  of  the  final  regulations  for  locatable  minerals, 
or  at  the  end  of  the  first  5-year  period  in  1991.   Our  signatures  below  will 
indicate  agreement  with  this  cooperative  review. 


Sincerely, 


CJs^J^ 


Larry  L. 'Woodard 
State  Director 


Concurrence : 


Colonel,   U.S.    Arinf',    Chief   of   Staff,    Ft.   Bliss,    TX  Date 


D^te 
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APPENDIX  H-2 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   ARMY 

HEADQUARTERS,  U.S.  ARMY  AIR  DEFENSE  ARTILLERY  CENTER  AND  f-OBt.-BUSS 

FORT  BLISS,  TEXAS 
l.;.arch   30,    1989 

REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF 


^"r,.    0.   0^*' 


Range  Modernization 


Mr.  H.  James  Fox 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Las  Cruces  District  Office 

1800  Marquess  Street 

Las  Cru/ies,  Uew  Mexico   88005 

Dear 

Reference  your  letter  of  16  March  1989  requesting  a  review  for  accuracy  of 
the  general  summary  of  military  uses  of  McGregor  Range,  a  reorganized  and 
updated  document  is  attached  at  enclosure  1.   Additionally,  your  request  for  a 
statement  regarding  Fort  Bliss  concerns  to  public  safety,  costs  to  evacuate 
the  range,  and  costs  to  perform  clearances  of  dudded  area(s)  is  addressed  in 
enclosure  2. 

We  also  appreciate  your  continued  cooperation  in  finalizing  and  publishing 
this  important  document.   Our  Points  of  Contact  are  Bea  Martin,  Real  Property 
Management  in  Directorate  of  Engineering  and  Housing,  (915)  568-6941  or  Dave 
Hall,  Range  Modernization  Analyst  in  Directorate  of  Plans,  Training  and 
Mobilization,  (915)  568-5171. 

Sincerely, 


.  Galliers 
Colonel,  U.S.  Army 
Chief  of  Staff 


Enclosures 
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APPENDIX  H-2  (Cont'd) 


MILITARY  USES  OF  MCGREGOR  RANGE 

Fort  Bliss  is  the  United  States  Air  Defense  Artillery  Center,  and 
includes  the  United  States  Army  Air  Defense  Artillery  School,  as 
well  as  numerous  other  tennant  activities  including  the  United 
States  Army  Sergeants  Major  Academy,  TEXCOM  Air  Defense  Artillery 
Board  and  the  German  Air  Defense  School.   As  a  major  land  area 
within  the  Fort  Bliss  Military  Reservation,  McGregor  Missile 
Range  is  utilized  for  individual  soldier  and  unit  training  in  the 
use,  deployment,  and  firing  of  Air  Defense  systems  and  their 
integration  within  the  Combined  Arms  Team.   As  the  only  free  world 
Air  Defense  Center,  Fort  Bliss  (McGregor  Range)  provides  training 
and  firing  range  facilities  for  up  to  fifteen  different  nations. 

Ranges/facilities  are  regularly  used  during  armor  and  combined 
arms  activities  for  desert  warfare  training,  for  airborne 
training,  and  for  special  forces  training,  as  well  as,  for  the 
primary  mission  -  missile  firing.   Weapons  fired  include 
Hercules,  HAWK,  Redeye,  Stinger,  Pedestal  Mounted  Stinger, 
Patriot,  and  Chaparral  missiles,  as  well  as,  50  caliber  and  30 
caliber  machine  guns,  the  squad  automatic  weapon  and  pistols, 
20mm,  25mm,  30mm  and  40mm  gun  systems  from  armor,  aviation  and 
air  defense  systems  and  various  other  armaments.   Long  range 
artillery  (missiles)  are  fired  from  McGregor  range  impacting  on 
White  Sands  Missile  Range  to  maximize  weapon  system  range 
capability.   Laser  systems  are  used  in  combination  with  newer  air 
defense  systems  and  are  potentially  very  dangerous  to  exposed 
personnel.   Secondary  Danger  zones  around  primary  impact  areas 
are  in  place  to  ensure  safety  from  lasers  and  protection  from 
missiles  or  targets  that  may,  under  remote  circumstances,  stray 
off  range  center.   Additionally,  the  Air  Force  uses  the  northwest 
area  of  McGregor  Range  for  aerial  gunnery  and  bombing  practice. 

Maneuver  areas  support  armor  and  combined  arms  exercises  as  an 
ideal  desert  training  environment.   Live  training  for  such 
warfare  is  virtually  impossible  without  an  area  where  arid 
conditions  exist  such  as  McGregor  Range.   Although  small 
exercises  (company/troop  and  below)  can  be  easily  accommodated  by 
other  much  smaller  Fort  Bliss  maneuver  areas,  larger  scale 
(battalion/squadron)  and  joint  exercises,  such  as  Border  Star, 
require  the  use  of  the  McGregor  missile  range  land  mass.   The 
northern  and  eastern  land  areas  of  McGregor  range  are  on  Otero 
Mesa.    The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  supervises  established 
grazing  on  the  mesa  with  associated  fences  and  underground  water 
lines.   Tracked  vehicles  are  not  allowed  on  the  mesa  and  wheeled 
vehicles  are  strictly  limited  to  minimum  use  and  must  remain  on 
established  roads  and  trails.   Special  forces  foot  troops 
regularly  use  portions  of  the  entire  mesa  crea  for  small  group 
airborne  drops  and  subsequent  ground  maneuver  exercises. 
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APPENDIX  H-2  (Cont'd) 


As  a  direct  result  of  military  training  that  has  employed 
explosive  ordnance,  an  unquantif iable  amount  of  unexploded 
ordnance  is  present,  dispersed  throughout  the  impact  area  and  the 
surrounding  secondary  danger  zone.   Any  surface  use  of  these 
areas  other  than  continued  current  military  use  must  be  precluded 
or  be  contingent  upon  clearance  or  dedudding  operations.   Surface 
clearance  would  adversely  impact  on  soil,  vegetation,  v^ildlife, 
and  cultural  resources.   Prior  to  government  action,  and 
Environmental  Impact  Survey  must  be  prepared  which  would  clearly 
identify  these  impacts. 
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APPENDIX  H-2  (Concluded) 


CONCERNS  TO  PUBLIC  SAFETY 
(Evacuation  Costs/Clearance  of  Dudded  Areas) 

As  previously  discussed  in  coordination  meetings  for  the  McGregor 
RMP,  McGregor  range  is  a  dudded  area  with  widely  spread  surface 
debris  including  missile  parts  (potentially  explosive)  and  high 
explosive  air  defense  artillery  rounds  (potentially  unexploded) . 
Surface  clearance  would  not  guarantee  safety  as  todays  surface 
may  blow  away  exposing  tomorrow's  hazard. 

Approximate  figures  for  dedudding  the  impact  area  and  surrounding 
safety  buffer  zone  amount  to  around  $400  million.   Again,  to 
emphasize,  this  would  not  include  subsurface  dedudding. 

Army  Regulations  (Safety)  and  Fort  Bliss  Standing  Operating 
Procedures  require  that  the  range  area  be  evacuated  prior  to  each 
use.   Although  a  light  observation  helicopter  is  used  for  this 
task,  total  cost  approaches  approximately  $2000  per  clearing 
event.   Cost  includes  post  aerial  sweep  road  guards,  as  well  as, 
ground  teams  to  react  when  sweep  identifies  a  conflict  within  the 
range  area. 
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